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Abstract 
The purpose of this action research study was to determine whether using the four domains of 
language (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) during vocabulary instruction in reading and 
math would impact students’ vocabulary knowledge.  The sample population consisted of high 
school students who were receiving Title I services in both reading and math.  In total, 14 
African-American students participated.  These 14 participants were taught weekly target words 
in both reading and math during an eight-week period.  The study was divided into a four-week 
nonintervention period and a four-week intervention period.  During the nonintervention period, 
students utilized listening and speaking to discuss each word in different contexts.  During the 
intervention period, the same students utilized reading and writing, as well as listening and 
speaking, to interact with each word in multiple contexts.  Additionally, throughout the 
nonintervention and intervention, students self-assessed their knowledge of the terms via the 
Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart.  Data comparing the nonintervention and the intervention 
pre- and posttest vocabulary scores revealed that students made significant gains in their ability 
to define the target words, compose sentences utilizing the words in context, and complete a 
cloze activity after receiving the intervention.  Likewise, students overall increased their self-
rating of the terms via the Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart, meaning students believed they 
could better define and use the terms after receiving the intervention.  Limitations of the study 
included a small sample population (14 students) over a short duration (eight weeks).  As a result 
of this study, the following recommendations for effective vocabulary instruction were made for 
classroom teachers:  provide explicit instruction in metacognition, focus on a limited number of 
words in multiple contexts, and incorporate the four domains of language. 
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 Vocabulary knowledge highly correlates to comprehension of academic content.  More 
specifically, the better one understands the terms related to a given topic, the easier it is for one 
to understand as well as learn new information.  In fact, new information will not be learned 
unless students can connect it to something they already know.  One essential component of 
background information is vocabulary knowledge.  Students who lack this component on a 
particular concept may have difficulty comprehending material related to that concept 
(Blachowicz & Fisher, 2006; Caldwell & Leslie, 2009; Marzano & Pickering, 2005).  At the high 
school level, many students, especially those of low socio-economic status, lack the academic 
vocabulary required for comprehending texts and understanding concepts (Alvermann & Eakle, 
2003; Marzano & Pickering, 2005).  Thus, effectively teaching academic content to high school 
students requires teachers to support and build students’ vocabulary development.  In order to do 
this, researchers agree that teachers should enable students to become independent word learners.  
This may be accomplished through explicit instruction of metacognitive awareness training in 
word learning strategies.  In other words, students learn to monitor their own thinking in relation 
to their vocabulary development (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2009; Rasekh & Ranjbary, 2003; Zhao, 
2009).  Additionally, researchers suggest pre-teaching a limited number of words through 
multiple contexts.  As a result, students gain a deeper understanding of both the content and 
vocabulary (Apthorp et al., 2011; Blachowicz & Fisher, 2006; Gifford & Gore, 2010; Kelley, 
Lesaux, Kieffer, & Faller, 2010; Lovelace & Stewart, 2009; Townsend & Collins 2009).  One 
effective way teachers can provide multiple exposures to words is by incorporating one or more 
of the four language domains:  listening, speaking, reading and writing.  More specifically, the 
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usage of receptive tasks, such as listening and reading, and productive tasks, such as speaking 
and reading, will facilitate vocabulary development (Shahraki & Kassaian, 2011; Shintani, 2011; 
Webb, 2005).  Therefore, effective vocabulary instruction in content areas, such as reading and 
mathematics, should incorporate explicit instruction of metacognitive awareness, repeated 
exposures to a limited number of words in multiple contexts, and the use of oral and written 
language.   
Description of the School 
The school for this study was a private, urban Christian school which served students 
from prekindergarten (K4) through twelfth grade.  Students in grades K4-8 attend classes in the 
campus’ main building; students in grades 9-12 attend classes in a separate building.  In addition 
to the elementary and high school buildings, the campus houses a Boys & Girls Club which 
provides after-school services such as homework help, recreational activities, art programs, and 
field trips.  At the beginning of the 2012-2013 school year, the school’s total enrollment was 
approximately 420 students.  African-American students comprise 99% of the school’s 
population.  Additionally, more than 95% of the students participate in the Milwaukee Parental 
Choice Program (MPCP).  This program allows students from low-income families residing in 
the city of Milwaukee to attend a participating private school at no cost (City of Milwaukee, 
2013).   
Programming Model, Decision-making Processes, Policies, and Procedures 
The aforementioned Christian school is associated with a church that follows the Church 
of God in Christ (COGIC) faith.  All executive decisions related to the school are made under the 
leadership of the church’s pastor/bishop, who also serves as the region’s jurisdictional bishop.  
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Under the bishop’s supervision, the high school administrator carries out school-wide policies 
and discipline procedures, as well as oversees the high school building and its staff.  Each high 
school teacher is then responsible for designing curriculum for their assigned content area.  
Finally, educational assistants assigned to the high school building monitor the hallways and 
support classroom teachers.  However, I am not employed by the school, I am employed by a 
for-profit company as a Title I reading and mathematics teacher in Milwaukee.  Title I is a 
federally funded program designed to improve the academic achievement of economically 
disadvantaged children.  Under Title I, a local educational agency (LEA) is in charge of 
overseeing the program and allocating the federally funded dollars to the local schools (U.S. 
Department of Education, 2013).  In Milwaukee, the LEA responsible for the allocation of funds 
and the oversight of the program is Milwaukee Public Schools (MPS).  MPS disperses Title I 
funds to eligible private schools.  In order to receive Title I services, private schools contract 
with one of four agencies.  It is with one of these agencies of which I am employed.   In turn, the 
agency assigned me to teach Title I reading and mathematics to high school students in this 
private, urban school.   
Staffing Information 
 During the 2012-2013 school year, the bishop employed 17 staff members at the high 
school campus.  The high school staff consisted of seven full-time classroom teachers, three part-
time classroom teachers, one secretary, one administrator, and five educational assistants.  In 
addition to the church’s staff, the school contracted with an outside agency to provide one part-
time Title I high school academic counselor, one part-time Title I reading high school teacher, 
and one full-time reading and math Title I high school teacher.  My position was that of the full-
time reading and math instructor. 
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Student Population 
 High school students who received services in both Title I reading and math were the 
subjects of this action research project.  These students were identified by the school as being at 
risk for failure in both subjects.  More specifically, these students struggled with comprehension 
and computational skills, as well as understanding academic vocabulary.  The students included 
11 females and 3 males from grades 9-12.  Additionally, these students ranged from 14 to 17 
years old and were classified as African-American.    
Student Language and Academic Data  
 Because the school consists of primarily African American students, many students speak 
African American Vernacular English (AAVE) and may code switch between AAVE and 
Standard English.  Moreover, many students apply AAVE to their academic writing and struggle 
comprehending academic texts.  In addition to difficulties with academic language, students 
perform poorly on standardized tests.  Because the school participates in the aforementioned 
MPCP, the school is required to publish standardized test scores on the Wisconsin Department of 
Public Instruction’s website.  One published standardized test score is derived from the 
Wisconsin Knowledge Concepts Examination (WKCE).  Prior to 2014, the WKCE assessed 
students in reading and mathematics in grades 3-8 and 10, as well as science, language arts, 
writing, and social studies in grades 4, 8, and 10 (Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, 
2013).  Tenth grade WKCE math and reading scores from the 2012-2013 school year are 
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Table 1  





















Math 48 0 6 81 13 0 0 
Reading 48 0 8 69 23 0 0 
(Wisconsin DPI, 2013) 
Summary of Best Practice Research 
 According to research, best practices in vocabulary instruction include, but are not 
limited to, explicit instruction, repeated exposure to targeted words in context, and the use of oral 
and written language.  First, explicit instruction in metacognitive awareness training has been 
shown to be effective when combined with cognitive vocabulary strategies.  As a result, students 
become responsible for the development of their vocabulary.  In order to facilitate the 
responsibility for their own word learning, students should be taught the three stages of 
metacognition.  These stages are planning, monitoring, and evaluating.  First, students need to be 
explicitly taught why metacognitive awareness is important and how to set goals for vocabulary 
learning.  After the teacher explicitly models the strategy, the students need time to practice, with 
the support of the teacher, the strategy.  In addition to modeling the strategy, it is equally 
important that the teacher explicitly model how to monitor and evaluate the use of the strategy. 
Explicit instruction in metacognitive awareness training has been proven to boost students’ 
results on standardized vocabulary assessments as well as their motivation (Mizumoto & 
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Takeuchi, 2009; Rasekh & Ranjbary, 2003; Zhao, 2009).  For example, Mizumoto and Takeuchi 
(2009) investigated the role of explicit instruction of vocabulary learning strategies on students 
learning English as a foreign language.  Students who received explicit instruction on vocabulary 
learning strategies outperformed students who received instruction only on the learning 
strategies.  Furthermore, based on student questionnaires, study logs, and interviews, students 
who received the explicit instruction reported higher usage of the strategies, as well as an 
increase in intrinsic motivation.  
A second critical component to effective vocabulary instruction is the exposure to a 
limited number of academic words in multiple contexts.  Multiple exposures to a limited number 
(four to eight in a typical week) of target words allow the teacher to focus on the depth rather 
than the breadth of academic words.  Repeated exposures in context may occur while reading, 
using key terms in writing, and discussing topics in class.  Additional encounters to vocabulary 
may emerge via games, skits, graphic organizers, and word play.  As a result of focusing 
vocabulary on a limited number of target words through multiple exposures, students’ 
vocabulary knowledge and confidence are strengthened (Apthorp et al., 2011; Gifford & Gore, 
2010; Kelley et al., 2010; Lovelace & Stewart, 2009; Townsend & Collins 2009).  For instance, 
Apthorp et al., (2011) conducted a study utilizing robust vocabulary instruction on elementary 
students. According to the study’s findings, students enrolled in the treatment program titled 
Elements of Reading®:  Vocabulary showed greater gains in knowledge of target words, as well 
as comprehension of the target words. 
Finally, incorporating oral and written language is another effective way of providing 
multiple exposures to academic vocabulary.  Specifically, receptive tasks (listening and reading), 
productive tasks (speaking and writing), and opportunities to negotiate meaning have been 
14 
EFFECTIVE VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION 
 
shown to support vocabulary development (Shahraki & Kassaian, 2011; Shintani, 2011; Webb, 
2005).  In a study by Shahraki and Kassaian (2011),  language learners who participated in 
receptive, productive, or negotiated interaction tasks all made significant gains on both receptive 
and productive vocabulary assessments.  However, students in the negotiated interaction 
treatment group made significantly higher gains on receptive word knowledge compared to the 
productive and receptive treatment groups.  Moreover, students in both the negotiated interaction 
and productive treatment groups made significantly higher gains on productive word knowledge 
compared to the receptive treatment group. 
Overview of the Project 
 Due to the school’s poor performance on the reading and mathematics sections of the 
WKCE, it was the intent of this project to strengthen students’ academic knowledge and skills by 
developing their reading and mathematical vocabulary.  Consequently, this research design 
project focused on the best vocabulary practices of multiple exposures to words in context via 
the four domains of language, as well as metacognitive awareness of vocabulary learning. 
 The purpose of my study was to investigate how using the four domains of language 
during vocabulary instruction in reading and math impacted my students’ vocabulary knowledge.  
I believed using the language domains of listening, speaking, reading, and writing supported and 
built upon my students’ vocabulary knowledge.  Effective vocabulary instruction also 
incorporated explicit instruction of a limited number of target words, as well as exposure to these 
words through multiple contexts as suggested by Apthorp et al. (2011) and Blachowicz and 
Fisher (2006).  Therefore, my research question was:  Will using the four domains of language 
during vocabulary instruction in reading and math impact my students’ vocabulary knowledge? 
15 
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As the Tile I reading and mathematics teacher, I would pull students out of their regularly 
scheduled classes (other than reading or math per Title I guidelines) for approximately 50 
minutes, two times a week.  During this pull-out program, I taught students in small groups, 
approximately two to six students per group.  Because students at the high school level may not 
see the value in a remedial reading and mathematics program, I designed my lessons so that I 
reinforced concepts and skills taught in their literature and mathematics courses, ranging from 
Algebra I to Pre-Calculus. 
At the onset of the study (after receiving parental permission for each child), students 
completed a 24-item teacher-created pretest.  After all research participants completed the 
pretest, instruction began.  The first four weeks of instruction consisted of vocabulary instruction 
without the intervention during the usual schedule as described above.  Students copied a 
definition dictated by the teacher (listening) into a personal dictionary; each word consisted of a 
student-friendly definition followed by a book definition, including the part of speech for reading 
and a symbol/diagram for math.  The students and teacher then discussed and used each word in 
multiple contexts (listening and speaking).  Each week, three pretest words during reading class 
and three pretest words during math class were presented.  Prior to the introduction for each 
week’s words, students completed a knowledge rating scale.  Students wrote the vocabulary 
words under the first column and then classified their knowledge of the word into one of four 
categories:  can use the word correctly, can define the word, have seen/heard of the word, or 
have never seen/heard of the word.  Students re-assessed their vocabulary knowledge after 
completing the posttest.   
The second four weeks of instruction included the above description, plus the following 
intervention.  First, students completed a 24-item pretest with a new set of words.  The same 
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procedure was followed where the teacher provided the book definition including the part of 
speech for reading and a symbol/diagram for math.  The students, as a small group, created a 
student-friendly definition (listening, speaking, and writing).  Next, the students and researcher 
discussed and used each word in multiple contexts orally and in two written sentences (listening, 
speaking, and writing).  Additionally, students either completed a cloze activity and/or read from 
their texts, picture books, or articles, as well as used the target words in discussion (listening, 
speaking, and reading).  Similar to the first four weeks, a knowledge rating scale and posttest 
were also utilized.   
In order to measure the effectiveness of the intervention, raw scores from the teacher-
created pre- and posttests were collected.  More specifically, data included an identical pre- and 
posttest during the first four weeks of instruction and a second pre- and posttest after the second 
four weeks of intervention.  Each assessment consisted of 24 words and required the following:  
a written definition, a written sentence using the words correctly in context, and writing the word 
in a cloze sentence.  All target words on the assessments consisted of a combination of the Top 
100 SAT Vocabulary Words (2013), The ACT® Test Practice Booklet (2012), and Building 
Academic Vocabulary Teacher’s Manual (Marzano, 2005).  Additional data included the 
Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Scale which was administered prior to instruction, as well as after 
each posttest.  The researcher’s observations, field notes, and samples of student work also were 
used to establish the usefulness of the vocabulary intervention. 
Conclusion 
In summary, the research indicates that effective vocabulary instruction enables students 
to become independent word learners through metacognitive awareness.  Furthermore, in order 
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to fully understand a word, students should be taught a limited number of words in multiple 
contexts while utilizing the four language domains.  Research has shown that acquisition of 
academic vocabulary is essential for comprehension.  Yet, at the high school level, many 
students lack the vocabulary required for understanding and mastering new concepts (Alvermann 
& Eakle, 2003; Marzano & Pickering, 2005).  Data from the school’s WKCE’s testing results 
indicated that students were not proficient in reading and mathematics as well as other content 
areas. Therefore, I hypothesized that I could improve my students’ performance in reading and 
math by developing their vocabulary knowledge during this research study.  The study consisted 
of four weeks of directly teaching a limited number of words, and then using the target words in 
oral language.  After the first four weeks of the study, a four-week intervention followed.  The 
intervention consisted of using the target words in written language in addition to the above 
procedure.  This chapter provided a description of the school programming, decision-making, the 
student population and data, as well as a summary of best practice and the project overview.  The 
next chapter will address research that supports vocabulary learning through explicit instruction 
of metacognitive awareness, focusing on a limited number of words in multiple contexts, and 
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CHAPTER TWO                                                                    
A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
 Vocabulary knowledge highly correlates to comprehension, as well as concept 
development and background knowledge (Caldwell & Leslie, 2009).  Yet, at the high school 
level, many students lack the academic vocabulary required for comprehending texts, 
understanding concepts, and activating prior knowledge (Alvermann & Eakle, 2003).  Thus, it is 
the responsibility of the teacher to incorporate effective academic vocabulary instruction in all 
content areas.  In order to support high school students’ reading and mathematical vocabulary 
development, as well as boost student motivation, it is essential that a teacher provide explicit 
instruction in vocabulary learning, focus on a limited number of words in multiple contexts, and 
incorporate language.  First, explicit instruction of metacognitive awareness training in 
vocabulary has been proven to boost students’ scores on standardized vocabulary assessments, as 
well as their intrinsic motivation.  Second, effective vocabulary instruction which focuses on 
multiple exposures to a limited number of words in context has also been shown to increase 
students’ achievement on standardized assessments while increasing their confidence.  Finally, 
incorporating language via receptive and productive tasks into vocabulary instruction has further 
confirmed improved results on achievement tests.  Therefore, a review of the literature has been 
categorized into the following themes: explicit instruction, multiple exposures of targeted words, 
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Explicit Instruction 
 One important component of vocabulary instruction is explicit instruction in 
metacognitive awareness training.  As a result of metacognitive awareness, students become 
responsible for their own learning.  Teaching metacognition, or thinking about one’s thinking, 
involves three stages – planning, monitoring, and evaluating.  In other words, students become 
aware of how to plan, monitor, and evaluate their own cognitive processes.  When students learn 
how to combine metacognitive strategies with vocabulary learning strategies, they score higher 
on standardized tests, increase their confidence and motivation, and further develop their 
vocabulary knowledge. 
In order to test the relationship between metacognitive strategies and vocabulary 
development, Zhao (2009) conducted a study which was published in the following research 
article, “Metacognitive Strategy Training and Vocabulary Learning of Chinese College 
Students.”  More specifically, the researcher investigated whether college students who were 
trained to use metacognitive strategies to learn vocabulary in a five-week program would 
outperform students who were not trained to use these strategies.  The author of the study 
collected the following quantitative data:  a five-point scale questionnaire and a 50-item 
multiple-choice pre- and posttest. 
Before beginning the study, the author conducted research regarding vocabulary and 
metacognition.  First, vocabulary plays a key component in learning a language.  In fact, 
listening, speaking, reading, and writing are futile without vocabulary acquisition.  Second, 
metacognitive strategies have been shown to support students’ comprehension.  Additionally, 
20 
EFFECTIVE VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION 
 
explicit training in metacognition enables students to plan, monitor, and evaluate their own 
learning; thus, students take responsibility for their learning. 
The sample comprised freshmen Chinese students studying at the Beijing Technology 
and Business University.  The experimental group, which received training in metacognitive and 
vocabulary strategies, consisted of 68 students.  The control group, which only received training 
in vocabulary strategies, consisted of 66 students.  Both groups were instructed by the same 
teacher and assessed to validate homogeneity in vocabulary development. 
At the onset of the study, both the experimental group and the control group participated 
in a 50-item multiple-choice pretest.  The majority of the test’s items came from the students’ 
textbook.  Additionally, both of the groups took part in a seven-day training on vocabulary 
strategies.  Each session focused on one strategy, such as using a dictionary, using context clues, 
and breaking apart the word.  Next, the experimental group was instructed in planning, 
monitoring, and evaluating metacognitive strategies; whereas, the control group received normal 
instruction.  On the first session of the metacognitive strategies training, the teacher introduced 
the first stage, planning; the teacher explained metacognitive strategies and why they are 
important.  In order to further enhance their understanding, the students completed a 
metacognitive strategy questionnaire designed by the researcher.  The questionnaire contained 28 
statements regarding planning, monitoring, and evaluating metacognitive strategies.  Students in 
the experimental group responded on a scale from one (almost or never true) to five (almost or 
always true).  In the second training session, the teacher lectured on how to plan for vocabulary 
learning; the lecture covered how to plan the number of words to learn in a set time frame and 
how to accomplish this goal.  For homework, students created individual learning plans.  During 
the monitoring stage, the teacher divided the students (based on students’ input) into groups of 
21 
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four.  The group’s purpose was for students to monitor each other’s learning and individually 
developed plan.  An additional monitoring technique was the use of student diaries.  In their 
diaries, students recorded entries, such as which learning strategies they used, difficulties they 
encountered, and how they overcame those difficulties.  Every three days, the study groups 
discussed the diary entries, as well as problem-solved solutions to any difficulties.  The final 
stage was the evaluation.  On the fifth week of training, the students completed a 12-question 
checklist.  The checklist included questions such as “Have I achieved my goal?”, “Which 
strategy did I find most useful?”, and “Have I altered my vocabulary strategy when I find it is not 
useful?”.  Additionally, the students wrote a summary based on the checklist; summaries were 
discussed in class the next day.  Finally, at the end of the study, both the experimental and 
control groups completed a vocabulary posttest which consisted primarily of vocabulary from the 
students’ textbook.   
The findings of the study were based partially on the pre- and posttest data.  A t test 
determined that there was no significant statistical difference between the control group’s and 
experimental group’s pretest scores.  On the other hand, posttest scores did result in a significant 
statistical difference.  The experimental group scored a mean average of 47.4688; the control 
group scored a mean average of 43.9412.  In addition to the vocabulary pre- and posttest scores, 
the questionnaires were analyzed.  The initial questionnaire results (before the training) revealed 
that students used few metacognitive strategies.  The mean average for each strategy was below a 
three (planning = 2.562, monitoring = 2.711, and evaluating = 2.951).  Furthermore, results 
indicated that students knew that vocabulary was important, but they did not know how to 
successfully acquire vocabulary.  After the training, students completed the identical 
questionnaire, and the mean average for each strategy was above a three (planning = 3.211, 
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monitoring = 3.301, and evaluating = 3.441).  In fact every statement’s mean score on the 
checklist rose with the exception of “I attempt to find out the best way of learning vocabulary.” 
(pre-training mean score = 3.84; post-training mean score = 3.52).  The statements which 
resulted in the greatest mean growth were “My plan is detailed, including the deadline of 
accomplishing all the tasks.” (+1.08) and “I will ask teachers, parents, and peers to scout the 
implementation of my plan.” (+1.07).  Both of these statements were classified under the 
planning strategy.  In fact, out of the three types of strategies, planning achieved the overall 
highest mean gain (+0.649).   
The results of the study reveal that students who are trained in metacognitive strategies 
will outperform students who are not trained in these strategies.  Furthermore, students should 
receive training in the three phases of the aforementioned strategies: planning, monitoring, and 
evaluating.   
 A similar study was conducted by Mizumoto and Takeuchi (2009).  In the article, 
“Examining the Effectiveness of Explicit Instruction of Vocabulary Learning Strategies with 
Japanese EFL Students,” the researchers compared an experimental group receiving explicit 
instruction on vocabulary learning strategies (VLSs) to a control group who did not receive 
explicit instruction on VLSs.  In order to evaluate the effects of the study, the authors 
administered questionnaires regarding VLSs and motivation, as well as analyzed vocabulary pre- 
and posttests of both the experimental and control groups.  Finally, students’ study logs and 
interviews were examined. 
 Mizumoto and Takeuchi’s study was grounded in the theory that instruction in any type 
of learning strategy will increase student motivation and academic performance in addition to 
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knowledge about the strategy.  Furthermore, vocabulary learning strategies (VLSs) can support 
vocabulary acquisition.  Early VLSs research focused on memory strategies; however, later 
research yielded positive effects when memory strategies were combined with other cognitive 
strategies such as imagery and association.  In addition to cognitive strategies, metacognitive 
strategies have generated positive effects for VLSs instruction.  Finally, VLSs were most 
beneficial to students when included in regular classroom instruction.  
 The sample population consisted of 204 female EFL Japanese students who ranged from 
18 to 22 years-old.  The students, who majored in humanities and enrolled in a Test of English 
for International Communication (TOEIC) preparation course, came from two private 
universities.  Based on previous TOEIC scores, the students language proficiency can be 
described as average to below average.   
 The study began in September 2006 and ended January 2007 (a typical semester in a 
Japanese University).  Students from one of the universities were assigned to the experimental 
group, and students from the other university were assigned to the control group.  Both groups 
received identical course content and materials; however, only the experimental group received 
explicit instruction in VLSs.  At the beginning of the study, both groups were administered a 
vocabulary pretest designed by one of the researchers.  The vocabulary assessment contained 160 
multiple-choice items.  Twenty-five of the 160 items were taught during the course.  The 
identical test was then administered at the end of the course.  In order for both groups to have 
subjects with similar lexical competency, the vocabulary assessment results were analyzed.  
Thus, the experimental group was limited to 76 participants (mean score = 15.80) and the control 
group was limited to 70 participants (mean score = 15.41).  A t-test confirmed that the results of 
the pretest were not a statistically significant difference.  Additionally, students in both groups 
24 
EFFECTIVE VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION 
 
completed (in Japanese) a VLSs questionnaire at the beginning and at the end of the course.  The 
questionnaire’s statements asked students to rate their use of metacognitive strategies when 
applying cognitive strategies to new vocabulary.  Students rated each strategy on a scale from 
one (“not at all true of me”) to five (“very true of me”).  Statements were classified and counted 
under the following categories: Self-management (7), Input-seeking (4), Imagery (5), Writing 
Rehearsal (3), Oral Rehearsal (3), and Association (3).  A second questionnaire asked students to 
rate their motivational levels.  Statements were classified and counted as either Extrinsic 
Motivation (3) or Intrinsic Motivation (6).  In addition to the questionnaires, students in the 
experimental group recorded details of their use of VLSs.  At the end of the course, nine 
students, selected at random, were interviewed on which strategies they used outside of the 
classroom.  After the students completed the vocabulary pretest and VLSs and motivational 
questionnaires, the researchers clustered the students based on the results of the two 
questionnaires.  Thirty-six students belonged to Cluster 1 – “less frequent strategy users.” 
Fourteen students belonged to Cluster 2 – “active strategy users.”  These students tended to use 
metacognitive strategies more frequently and scored the highest regarding intrinsic motivation.  
Twenty-six students belonged to Cluster 3 – “moderate strategy users.”  The classroom was 
arranged so that students from different clusters sat next to each other. 
 Students in both the control group and the experimental group attended class once a 
week, 90 minutes per week.  In the control group, the first 30 minutes of class was spent 
reviewing material not related to vocabulary; in the experimental group, the first 30 minutes of 
class was devoted to explicit VLSs instruction.  During each explicit instruction lesson, the 
teacher followed a routine:  preparation, presentation, practice, expansion, and evaluation.  First, 
the teacher presented the target words in a handout.  During the presentation stage, the teacher 
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introduced and explained the VLSs in a slideshow.  Next, in the practice stage, the teacher 
explicitly introduced and modeled a strategy; students practiced, discussed, and initially 
evaluated the strategy.  After the practice stage, the students expanded the strategy to a 
homework assignment and then evaluated its effectiveness in their study logs.   
 First, results from the posttests were analyzed.  Students in the experimental group 
achieved a mean score of 18.42 (a 2.62 gain); students in the control group achieved a mean 
score of 16.10 (a 0.69 gain).  A statistical analysis revealed that the explicit instruction in VLSs 
was effective.  An analysis of the two questionnaires further solidified the effects of the 
instruction.  On the VLSs statements, students’ mean score gains in the experimental group were 
higher than the control group in four categories: Self-management (exp = + 0.15; con = + 0.12), 
Input-seeking (exp = + 0.29; con = + 0.03), Oral Rehearsal (exp = + 0.48; con = - 0.03), and 
Association (exp = + 0.33; con = + 0.21).  Course content (TOEIC preparation) may have 
affected the control group’s use of two of the strategies: Imagery (exp = + 0.09; con = + 0.18) 
and Association (see above).  On the motivational questionnaire, students’ mean score gains in 
the experimental group were higher on intrinsic motivation (exp = + 0.14; con = + 0.07).  On the 
other hand, mean scores for extrinsic motivation fell for students in the experimental group (- 
0.11) but rose slightly for the control group (+ 0.01).   
Next, the researchers analyzed the vocabulary tests scores and questionnaire results 
according to the three clusters in the experimental group.  Students in Cluster 1 (“less frequent 
strategy users”) made the largest gains in VLSs and intrinsic motivation.  Specifically, these 
students made the largest gains, according to the questionnaires, in the usage of Input-seeking   
(+ 0.63), Oral Rehearsal (+ 0.70), Association (+ 0.52), and Intrinsic Motivation (+ 0.31).  
Likewise, similar gains, with the exception of intrinsic motivation (- 0.09), were found in the 
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usage of Oral Rehearsal (+ 0.36) and Association (+ 0.31) for Cluster 3 “moderate strategy 
users.”  In other words, increase in motivation for students in Cluster 1 may have been due to the 
VLSs instruction.  Thus, students who were infrequent or moderate users of VLSs benefited from 
the explicit instruction.  Students in Cluster 2, “active strategy users,” made very slight or no 
gains in VLSs strategies or motivation; however, they made the largest gains on the vocabulary 
posttest.  Overall, students mean score gains in all three clusters improved (Cluster 1= + 2.81, 
Cluster 2 = + 3.64, and Cluster 3 = + 1.81) on the vocabulary posttest.   
For the final analysis of the study, the researchers examined the students’ study logs and 
interviews.  Students who increased their use of VLSs did so because they realized the 
effectiveness and importance of the strategies they had and had not been using prior to the study.  
The study logs and interviews revealed why the experimental group’s mean score gains for the 
VLSs statements (Writing Rehearsal: exp = - 0.04; con = + 0.13 & Imagery: exp = +0.09; con = 
+ 0.18) were lower than the control groups’ mean score gains.  First, students in the experimental 
group were already using the writing rehearsal strategy (pretest mean = 3.95; posttest mean = 
3.91).  Second, students found the imagery strategy difficult to use.   
 The results of the study confirm that explicit instruction in VLSs will improve scores on 
vocabulary tests, increase the use of strategies, and boost intrinsic motivation.  In fact, explicit 
instruction in VLSs will likely benefit those students who are not as metacognitive about their 
use of strategies and/or those students who are not as intrinsically motivated.   
 A third study to focus on a combination of metacognitive strategies and vocabulary 
learning strategies was conducted by Rasekh and Ranjbary (2003).  Results from this study were 
released in an article titled “Metacognitive Strategy Training for Vocabulary Learning.”  More 
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specifically, the researchers wished to determine whether explicit instruction on metacognitive 
strategies would support English Foreign Language (EFL) students’ vocabulary development.  
Two types of assessments were utilized.  The first assessment was the Nelson Language 
Proficiency test to verify that the participants were homogenous regarding language proficiency 
and to verify the reliability and validity of the researchers’ vocabulary test.  The second 
assessment, developed by Rasekh and Ranjbary, was a 40-item multiple choice vocabulary 
achievement test (VAT) which was used as both a pretest and posttest.   
 The author’s theoretical framework is grounded on the belief that combining both 
cognitive and metacognitive strategies are more effective than focusing on one single strategy.  
In fact, metacognitive strategies may strengthen students’ cognitive skills. Furthermore, 
metacognitive strategies enable students to monitor their progress and make adaptations as 
needed; thus, empowering students to take control of their learning.  These strategies may be 
incorporated into vocabulary instruction.  Because students will not be able to acquire academic 
vocabulary through listening, speaking, reading, and writing alone, they can be explicitly taught 
strategies to strengthen vocabulary knowledge.   
 The subjects of the study were Iranian students who were in an intensive English (as a 
foreign language) course at the Tehran Institute of Technology.  All of the students were at the 
pre-intermediate language proficiency level.  The mean age of the students was 21.86.  Fifty-
three students participated in the study – 29 female and 24 male.  The students were divided into 
a control group which consisted of 26 people and an experimental group which consisted of 27 
people.   
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 Both the control and experimental groups were in a 10-week (three days a week, four 
hours per day) English course at the pre-intermediate level conducted by one of the researchers.  
The course’s textbook stressed vocabulary knowledge, as well as vocabulary learning strategies 
as a means of learning English as a foreign language.  During the first class session, both groups 
received instruction and a summary of the vocabulary strategies.  However, at the second 
session, only the experimental group received explicit instruction on metacognitive strategies.  
The instructor utilized the Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach (CALLA) as a 
means of metacognitive strategy instruction.  According to this five-step approach, the teacher 
gradually releases the responsibility of learning on to the students.  First, students, with support 
of the teacher, identified the strategies they were already using and set goals, which included a 
time frame for mastering the vocabulary found in the textbook.  Then, the teacher explicitly 
instructed and modeled a strategy.  Strategies, such as using context clues, identifying cognates, 
and breaking words into morphemes were utilized. In addition to modeling the strategy, the 
teacher explicitly modeled how to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of the strategy.  Next, 
students practiced the vocabulary strategy in a metacognitive manner with the guidance of the 
teacher.  Students, under the guidance of the teacher, also practiced how to recognize when a 
strategy was not working and then to choose another one. After guided practice, the students 
evaluated their use of the learning strategies via learning logs, checklists, discussions, and 
questionnaires.  Finally, the teacher encouraged the students to use strategies they found most 
effective, apply these strategies to new contexts, and create their own strategies.  At the end of 
the course, both the experimental and control group were reassessed on the VAT.  Vocabulary on 
the assessment consisted mainly of items taught during the 10-week course. 
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 The results of the study reveal that the experimental group outperformed the control 
group on the VAT.  The experimental group’s mean VAT score increased from 7.6667 (pretest) 
to 29.2963 (posttest); whereas, the control group’s mean VAT score increased from 6.6538 
(pretest) to 25.3077 (posttest).  An independent sample t test showed that although the pretest 
scores between the two groups were not statistically significant, the posttest scores between the 
two groups were statistically significant.  Thus, explicit training in metacognitive strategies when 
learning vocabulary was found to be effective.  More specifically, explicit instruction and 
practice regarding setting goals, as well as selecting, monitoring, and self-evaluating vocabulary 
strategies, will support students’ vocabulary/lexical development.   
The study’s results further validate that metacognitive strategies combined with 
vocabulary learning strategies will support students’ vocabulary development.  Additionally, 
students become responsible for their own learning when they become metacognitive about their 
own learning styles.   
 Explicit instruction in metacognitive awareness training, as proven in the above studies, 
is a powerful means of supporting students’ vocabulary development.  Moreover, blending 
metacognitive strategies with cognitive strategies may be twice as effective as either one alone.  
It is equally important that students be taught the metacognitive process according to the stages 
of planning, monitoring, and evaluating.  First, students need to be explicitly taught why 
metacognitive awareness is important and how to set goals for vocabulary learning.  After the 
teacher explicitly models the strategy, the students need time to practice, with the teacher’s 
support, the strategy.  In addition to modeling the strategy, it is equally important that the teacher 
explicitly model how to monitor and evaluate the use of the strategy.  Consequently, students 
become more autonomous, motivated learners.   
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Multiple Exposures to Targeted Words  
Another vital component to effective vocabulary instruction is the exposure to a limited 
number of academic words in multiple contexts.  One effective way to promote vocabulary 
development is through rich oral language.  Likewise, repeated exposures to words in different 
contexts will enhance vocabulary knowledge.  Knowledge of a word can range from being able 
to define a word to correctly using the word in a variety of contexts (Caldwell & Leslie, 2009).  
In order for students to correctly utilize a word in multiple contexts, as well as gain a deep 
understanding of its meaning, it is recommended that teachers focus on four to eight new 
academic words in a typical week.  Thus, students not only gain a deeper understanding of terms 
and concepts, they also tend to score higher on standardized tests and increase their confidence 
levels (Kelley et al., 2010). 
In order to determine how attention to vocabulary instruction affects students, Gifford 
and Gore (2010) published results from their study in the article, “The Effects of Focused 
Academic Vocabulary Instruction on Underperforming Math Students.”  Specifically, the 
researchers investigated whether the implementation of Robert Marzano’s vocabulary program 
would increase low-performing math students’ scores on a state standardized test, as well as 
students’ levels of confidence.  In order to demonstrate how attention to content vocabulary 
supports students’ achievement and self-confidence, the study focused on two types of 
quantitative data:  the students’ NCE (normal curve equivalent) math scores on the Tennessee 
Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) and pre- and posttest surveys regarding the 
students’ beliefs about their achievement on the TCAP.  Additionally, the study looked at (but 
not in detail) overall percentages on classroom academic vocabulary tests. 
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Gifford and Gore’s theoretical framework is grounded in the theory that attention to 
content vocabulary in the classroom will improve student achievement on standardized 
assessments.  Furthermore, they contend that self-confidence directly impacts success.    
 The study was conducted over a three year period (from the 2004-2005 school year to the 
2006-2007 school year) in a Tennessee school.  In this particular school, math classes are formed 
according to the students’ mathematical ability.  The lowest-performing sixth grade math group 
(out of seven classes) was the focus of the study.  Out of the 175 sixth grade students, fifteen 
students represented the research sample.  The student demographics consisted of African-
American, Hispanic, and white boys and girls, many of whom had special needs and/or low 
socio-economic status.  Additionally, many of these students were struggling readers.  Because 
the TCAP math test was comprised mostly of word problems, all of the fifteen students scored 
below grade level.  As a result, self-confidence dropped.   
 The first year of the study took place during the 2004-2005 school year in which 
instruction did not focus on vocabulary.  Then, during the students’ seventh grade year (2005-
2006), instruction in the math classroom emphasized vocabulary.  All of the other variables 
remained the same – teacher, class size, and demographics.  Vocabulary instruction was the only 
altered variable.  Academic words were chosen from Essential Knowledge by Marzano, Kendall, 
and Gaddy.  At the beginning of the 2005-2006 school year, students were introduced, via a 
word wall, to the entire list of words as well as given a brief definition of each word.  When 
students began a new unit in their textbook, the teacher would introduce the vocabulary a second 
time by giving examples and showing pictures of the words.  Next, the teacher would have the 
class discuss and brainstorm student-created definitions with accompanying illustrations.  As 
vocabulary terms were encountered in lessons, students were asked to explain the terms in their 
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own words.  Students were never told that their definitions or explanations were incorrect; rather 
the teacher would lead the class in a discussion about the concepts/terms.  Students periodically 
reviewed the words via games.  Furthermore, throughout the year students were tested on the 
terms; tests ranged from matching (student-created definitions to terms) to illustrating and 
writing definitions in their own words.  In order to measure the effects of vocabulary instruction, 
NCE gains on the TCAP tests from the 2005-2006 school year (which focused on vocabulary) 
were compared to the 2004-2005 school year (which did not focus on vocabulary).   
 In addition to scores on the TCAP, pre- and posttest surveys were also conducted.  
Students were surveyed to rate their feelings on items such as preparedness for the test, expected 
test results, and test-taking habits.  Both the pre- and posttest surveys contained statements, as 
opposed to questions, in which students had to choose a response ranging from strongly agree to 
strongly disagree.  Responses from the two surveys were then compared. 
 Results from the study indicate that focused vocabulary instruction can improve 
standardized test scores.  The low-performing math students, on which the study focused, 
increased their NCE scores 93 percent above AYP (adequate yearly progress).  Equally 
impressive, all subgroups (i.e. gender, race, special education status, etc.) receiving vocabulary 
instruction made AYP; however, two subgroups, males and economically disadvantaged, made 
fewer NCE  gains compared to students who were not in the vocabulary program.  The 
researchers believe that one student’s results may have skewed the latter data.  On the other 
hand, African-Americans and Hispanics who did not receive vocabulary instruction failed to 
make AYP.   
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 In addition to TCAP scores, results from the surveys reveal the program’s effectiveness.  
Before the implementation of the vocabulary program, students believed that they would perform 
well on the test but dreaded the upcoming test.  After testing was completed, students’ 
confidence in their results dropped.  Moreover, many students claimed they did not know how to 
complete many of the test questions because they did not understand the vocabulary.  
Conversely, students who received vocabulary instruction believed they would perform well and 
looked forward to taking the test.  After testing was completed, their confidence even improved.  
They further stated that they understood the vocabulary; thus, they understood the questions.  
Finally, students took the time to check their work on the TCAP which they did not do on prior 
testing years.   
 Besides the TCAP scores and survey results, percentages from classroom vocabulary 
tests revealed positive results.  All students involved in the vocabulary program passed the 
vocabulary tests; a score of 70 percent or higher was considered passing.  In fact, most students 
scored at the 80th percentile or higher.  Another benefit of the program was that students had a 
common language in which to discuss math concepts.  Because of this common language, 
teachers were able to pace lessons at a faster rate.  Teachers also noted that reviewing a chapter 
before a test only required one or two days, compared to three or four days prior to the 
vocabulary program.   
 Due to the success of the vocabulary program in mathematics, the school implemented a 
similar program in a sixth grade social studies class.  Only two students in the class failed to 
meet the expected gains on the TCAP.  
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 Besides providing multiple exposures to words through student-created 
definitions/illustrations and class discussions, teachers should incorporate repeated exposure to 
target words through literacy.  Kelley, Lesaux, Kieffer, and Faller (2010) released results from 
their study in the article, “Effective Academic Vocabulary Instruction in the Urban Middle 
School.”  The researchers wished to investigate how academic vocabulary instruction promotes 
language and comprehension for urban middle school students who struggle with reading 
comprehension.  In order to demonstrate how vocabulary instruction supported language and 
comprehension, the following data were collected – classroom observations, weekly teachers’ 
logs, and pre- and posttest scores from the reading comprehension section of the Gates-
MacGinitie Reading Test and the reading vocabulary section of the SAT-10 (Standard 
Achievement Test Series, Tenth Edition). 
The researchers argue that struggling middle school readers, of which a large proportion 
are English Language Learners (ELLs) and/or students of low socioeconomic status, do not 
receive sufficient direct instruction in academic vocabulary.  The authors’ theoretical framework 
is based on the belief that knowledge of vocabulary is crucial for comprehension.  Furthermore, 
effective vocabulary instruction should develop a deep understanding of a limited number of 
high-frequency utility words and incorporate both direct instruction of academic vocabulary and 
word-learning strategies.    
 This study was conducted amongst an urban district’s middle schools.  Mainstream 
classrooms consisted of approximately 70% language-minority (LM) learners; at the beginning 
of the school year, the average sixth grade student was reading below his/her grade level.  Seven 
of the district’s middle schools participated in the study.  English language arts (ELA) teachers 
were chosen by each of the schools’ principals.  Of the teachers selected for the study, twelve 
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voluntarily implemented the systematic vocabulary program, designed by the researchers, into 
their classrooms.  A control group consisted of seven other ELA teachers who incorporated the 
district’s standard curriculum.  Both the experimental and the control group were comprised of 
similar teachers’ backgrounds, ranging from novice to veteran teachers.  Between the 
experimental and control groups, 476 students participated in the study.  Almost 73%, or 346 
students, were LM learners; approximately 27%, or 130 students, spoke English as a first 
language.  The majority of students were students of color and low socioeconomic status.  
Additionally, the students scored around the 35th percentile on the Gates-MacGinitie Reading 
and the SAT-10 pretests.   
 As part of their study, Kelley et al. designed a structured academic vocabulary program.  
The program, which was based on research findings, consisted of the following three principles: 
instruction of vocabulary should focus on a deep understanding of a limited number of words, 
vocabulary words chosen should center around high-frequency academic words (i.e. analyze, 
frequent, etc.), and instruction should be balanced between direct instruction of words and word-
learning strategies.  Based on the aforementioned principles, an 18-week program for sixth 
graders was developed.  The program consisted of ten units, two of which were review units.  
Furthermore, each unit ran two weeks (four days a week), 45 minutes per day.  Each unit was 
introduced via a whole-class text-based discussion.  A brief informational text, found in Time for 
Kids, was selected based on adolescent topics (such as television viewing) and diversity issues, 
content vocabulary, and readability (fourth through sixth grade).  In each unit, both academic 
word learning and word-learning strategies were incorporated.  In order to focus on word 
learning, eight to nine academic words were selected from the informational text.  Students 
received multiple exposures (two to five times for three days each) to each word.  Half-way 
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through each unit, word learning strategies were then stressed.  One day per unit was utilized for 
direct instruction on morphology, specifically how affixes alter words.  Both word learning and 
word learning strategies incorporated oral and written activities.  Likewise, students had 
opportunities to play with words (such as word hunts and determining the meaning of nonsense 
words).  Finally, at the end of each unit, students used five of the vocabulary words in a written 
paragraph.  Throughout the study, the writing process was modeled and scaffolded by the teacher 
while gradually releasing responsibility to the students.  Another facet of the program was the 
use of a specialist.  The program specialist, who was a former teacher, was assigned to observe 
classrooms and answer questions from teachers.  In order to evaluate their program, the 
researchers conducted pre- and posttests using the reading comprehension section of the Gates-
MacGinitie Reading Test and the reading vocabulary section of the SAT-10.  In addition to 
assessments, teachers’ weekly logs (containing anecdotal records and personal theories) were 
analyzed, teacher interviews and student focus groups were conducted, and five to seven 
observations in each experimental classroom were completed.   
 Based on the teachers’ weekly logs and classroom observation, 80% of the designed 
vocabulary program was implemented.  Lessons ran an average of 52 minutes, longer than the 45 
minute designated time.  On the other hand, students in the control group only spent about ten 
percent of their time on reading comprehension skills and another ten percent on vocabulary.  
Furthermore, vocabulary instruction stressed low-frequency content words (such as cannibal and 
azure) in which only one definition or example was provided.  Consequently, students in the 
experimental group scored higher than the control group on multiple–choice academic 
vocabulary, word learning (i.e. morphological ability), and reading comprehension assessments.  
Specifically, the experimental group made a gain of eight to nine months on the reading 
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comprehension section of the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test.  Moreover, the program was 
equally effective for LM and English-speaking learners.   
 Equally noteworthy, according to the teacher and students’ evaluations, both the teachers 
and students believed that informational texts in which students could make personal connections 
(i.e. television viewing, bullying, etc.) promoted student engagement and participation.  The 
study also revealed that topics presented in the texts promoted students’ language usage via 
discussions, mock interviews, and think-pair-shares.  Another finding in the study, based on 
teachers’ logs, was that the morphology lessons allowed students to focus on word parts and 
patterns found in unfamiliar words.  Because the program also required students to write a 
paragraph using five of the target words, students gained confidence in their writing while 
developing their writing skills, according to the teachers.  The final finding of the study 
demonstrated that if students can make a personal connection to the lesson or teacher, the 
students will not only be more motivated, they will also be able to make a connection between a 
word and its meaning. 
 Another research article, titled “Proximal Effects of Robust Vocabulary Instruction in 
Primary and Intermediate Grades,” centered around vocabulary instruction for low-income 
students.  Apthorp et al. (2011) conducted the study in order to determine whether intensive 
vocabulary instruction would benefit low-income, elementary children’s vocabulary and 
listening/reading comprehension.  Specifically, the researchers focused on the implementation of 
a reading intervention titled, Elements of Reading®:  Vocabulary (EOR-V), which incorporates 
word learning via definitions and in contexts, multiple exposures, and a deep understanding of 
both meaning and usage.  In order to demonstrate the effects of an intensive vocabulary 
intervention program, the following data were collected – teacher surveys, site visits, classroom 
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audio recordings, and EOR-V lesson logs.  Quantitative data consisted of pre- and posttest 
vocabulary and comprehension results on the Tests of Instructed Word Knowledge (TOIW-V 
and TOIW-C).   
 The authors’ theoretical framework is based on the theory that vocabulary is highly 
correlated to reading.  In other words, struggling readers will not efficiently develop vocabulary 
through reading; conversely, lack of vocabulary will inhibit students’ reading comprehension.  
Furthermore, effective vocabulary instruction should include definitions and contexts, multiple 
exposures to the selected words, and a thorough understanding of the words’ meanings and 
usages.   
 The study was conducted over a two-year period (from the 2008-2009 school year to the 
2009-2010 school year) in 46 schools located in the southeastern United States; however, two 
schools dropped out after receiving a random intervention plan.  Out of the 44 remaining 
schools, all schools, except for one, were eligible for Title-I funds.  Furthermore, the average 
number of students receiving free or reduced lunch was 72% (with a range from 43% - 96%).  
The location of the schools consisted of the following demographics:  41% suburban, 31% 
rural/towns, and 27% small to large cities.  Finally, during the first year of the study, there were 
753 general education teachers and 9,313 students - kindergarten, first grade, third grade, and 
fourth grade.  Year two of the study followed students in first grade, fourth grade, and fifth 
grade.   
 The study incorporated the EOR-V, a supplemental reading program, which is designed 
for kindergarten through fifth grade.  This program consists of 24 weekly lesson plans; weekly 
lessons utilize a five-day cycle with daily lessons that last 15-20 minutes.  Each weekly lesson 
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consists of seven Tier 2 words – frequently occurring words with multiple meanings and/or seen 
across multiple disciplines (i.e. benevolent).  Furthermore, lessons incorporate word learning via 
definitions and in contexts, multiple exposures, and a deep understanding of both meaning and 
usage.  Specifically, day one introduces the words via a read aloud and an explanation of each 
word.  Days two through four provide multiple exposures to words; activities include writing, 
completing graphic organizers, student book, Word Chat, and Word Snapshots.  The fifth day 
focuses on review and assessment.  Throughout the five-day cycle “why” questions are asked as 
follow-up questions and to promote higher-order thinking.  In order to implement the program, 
reading coaches were trained; they in turn trained and supported the classroom teachers.  
Training was scheduled for October and November of 2008; however, 32 of the schools didn’t 
receive the materials until January of 2009.  Thus, these schools had a later start in the study.   
Before the onset of the study, school districts/areas were randomly assigned to either the 
Primary Intervention, in which the primary grades were the treatment group and the intermediate 
grades were the control group, or the Intermediate Intervention, in which the intermediate grades 
were the treatment group and the primary grades were the control group.  Primary grades were 
classified as kindergarten and first grade; intermediate grades were classified as third grade and 
fourth grade.  The treatment groups received instruction utilizing the EOR-V program for two 
consecutive years; the control groups received the typical vocabulary instruction employed in the 
classrooms.  Prior to instruction, both the control and treatment groups were assessed on the 
SAT-10 Listening or Reading subtests.  Then in the spring of 2008, students were assessed on 
the TOIW-V and TOWI-C.  On the TOWI-V assessment, 20 Tier-2 words from the first 15 
lessons were randomly tested; students were assessed on both word recognition and word usage.  
On the TOWI-C assessment, students read four narrative passages; each passage contained five 
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vocabulary words also from the first 15 lessons.  Following each passage were five multiple-
choice questions.  Primary students were administered the latter test orally; intermediate students 
used paper and pencil.   
 Of the 24 EOR-V lessons created for one school year, teachers incorporated 
approximately 12 weekly lessons. The average number of lessons was low due to the late start of 
the program.  Each weekly, five-day cycle, lesson contained 10 components:  read aloud and 
explanation (day one); Word Snapshots, Word Chat, student book, graphic organizers, and 
writing (days two through four); review and assessment (day five); and Depth of Processing (i.e. 
“why follow-up questions covering all five days).  Teachers recorded whether or not they 
implemented each of the ten components in their weekly lesson logs.  In order to evaluate the 
teachers’ implementation of the ten components, the researchers randomly chose one log from 
every eighth lesson, for a total of three logs.  More than 80% of the teachers implemented the 
following components:  read aloud, Word Snapshots, student book, graphic organizer, review, 
and assessment.  Depth of Processing and Word Chat were implemented by approximately 75% 
of the teachers.  Except for the fourth grade, in which 86% of the teachers incorporated the 
component, writing was implemented by 61% to 68% of the teachers.  Finally, the percentage of 
teachers incorporating explanations of words ranged from 47% to 63%.   
One unique element of the EOR-V program is the Word Chat.  In a Word Chat, students 
are asked to respond to prompts such as “Why do owls have a reputation for being subtle birds?”  
In order to measure how deeply students were engaged in word learning, one lesson from each 
grade per school was randomly audio-taped.  The control classrooms tended to utilize lower-
level recall questions; the treatment classrooms tended to utilize higher-level reasoning 
questions.   
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Even though all ten components of the EOR-V program were not consistently 
implemented, the students in the treatment group still performed higher on the TOIW-V and 
TOWI-C.  Overall, the difference between the treatment and control groups’ mean scores were 
higher on the vocabulary than the comprehension test.  For instance, the mean scores on the 
EOR-V ranged from 48.6 (kindergarten) to 71.67 (fourth grade) for the treatment group 
compared to 41.72 (kindergarten) to 61.32 (fourth grade) for the control group.  Likewise, the 
mean scores on the EOR-C ranged from 10.26 (kindergarten) to 13.71 (fourth grade) for the 
treatment group compared to 9.29 (kindergarten) to 11.72 (fourth grade) for the control group.   
  A similar study which focused on robust vocabulary instruction was published by 
Lovelace and Stewart (2009) in the research article, “Effects of Robust Vocabulary Instruction 
and Multicultural Text on the Development of Word Knowledge among African American 
Children.”  The aim of the study was twofold:  first, to observe the effects of systematic 
vocabulary instruction on African-American children who have below average vocabulary skills; 
and second, to observe the impact of book type on vocabulary retention.  Prior to the study, 
students were administered the following eligibility assessments:  Test of Nonverbal Intelligence 
(TONI-3), Motor-Free Visual Perceptual Test (MVPT-3), Expressive One-Word Picture 
Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT-3), Receptive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test (ROWPVT-3), 
and The Word Test 2: Elementary (WORD-2).  In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
study, the researchers collected quantitative data from pre- and posttest probes, as well as weekly 
test probes.  Additionally, the research study, including the assessment probes, was videotaped. 
The authors’ study was grounded in the theory that robust vocabulary instruction, in 
which students build word knowledge in a systematic manner, will impact word learning.  In 
order to impact word learning at a deeper level, vocabulary learning should incorporate extended 
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learning activities, as well as repeated exposures to target words.  Moreover, robust vocabulary 
intervention programs have been found to be especially effective for children who come from a 
low socioeconomic status (SES).  The second theory on which the authors based their study was 
that incorporating literature from children’s cultural backgrounds will enable students to activate 
their background knowledge and to make connections to the text, which will lead to increased 
word learning and comprehension. 
 Second-grade African-American children (aged 7.0 – 8.0 years) participated in the study.  
In order to qualify for the study, participants had to meet the following criteria based on 
eligibility assessments:  visual, auditory, and cognitive abilities fall within normal limits; score 
one standard deviation below the mean on two standardized vocabulary assessments or two 
standard deviations below the mean on one standardized vocabulary assessment; and have 
minimal or no prior knowledge of the target words..  After the eligibility assessments were 
completed and parental consents were obtained, the final sample consisted of five children – 
three boys (two of whom were twins) and two girls. 
Participants of this study took part in eight 30-minute small group sessions over four 
weeks (twice per week).  Throughout the intervention, one of two storybooks was incorporated 
in each lesson.  One text featured an African-American protagonist/cultural theme; the second 
text featured a Caucasian protagonist/cultural theme.  Over the eight sessions, the order of each 
book was randomly selected such that no text was read more than two consecutive times and that 
each book was presented four times.  Each session began with a storybook reading from one of 
the texts.  Background information was provided and prediction questions were asked during the 
text’s initial reading; recalling the story was prompted on subsequent readings.  After the 
storybook reading, vocabulary instruction, which focused on three words per lesson, was 
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implemented.  First, each target word was introduced by reading the word in context from the 
story.  Next, the children received a child-friendly definition of the word.  The researcher then 
represented each word phonologically; the students repeated the word aloud.  Afterward, the 
researcher presented the target words in contexts not related to the story.  Students were exposed 
to each word three or four times per session using oral language, such as questioning, relating the 
words to other concepts, and repeating cloze sentences.  Finally, the session concluded when 
students heard and repeated a phonological representation of each target word.   
Prior to the robust vocabulary instruction, participants were individually administered a 
pretest probe regarding prior word knowledge of 18 words (nine words from each text). The 
probe, conducted by Lovelace, asked participants, “Tell me all you can about what the word 
_____ means.”  For insufficient responses, follow-up probing questions such as, “Tell me more.” 
or “What does the word mean that was given in the sentence?” were asked.  Responses were 
rated using the following numerical scores:  0 = no knowledge of the word (Stage 1 - never heard 
of the word or incorrect definition), 1 = general sense of the word (Stage 2 - heard of the word or 
can use the word in a sentence without context), 2 = partial knowledge of the word (Stage 3 - 
recognizes the word in context or can provide a synonym), and 3 = full knowledge of the word 
(Stage 4 - can provide a correct definition).  During the study, participants received a weekly 
probe which consisted of the 18 words from the two texts:  six target words, six commonly 
known words, and six control words.  Scores were calculated separately for each text and could 
range from zero to nine points for each word set (i.e. target words, commonly known words, and 
control words) in which each individual word could receive zero to three points.  Finally, the 18-
item posttest was administered two weeks after the intervention study was completed. 
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 Findings of the study indicate that the target words from the African-American text 
received 16.75 (SD = 2.75) minutes of instructional time and target words from the Caucasian 
text received 18 (SD = 1.70) minutes of instructional time.  Additionally, results from each of the 
six probes were broken down according to type of word set and text type.  All five participants 
had consistent knowledge among the known words in all six probes.  However, students showed 
growth in the instructional words by the second or third probe.  In fact, knowledge of the 
instructional words increased from Stage 1 to Stage 3 or 4 amongst all five students.  On the 
other hand, knowledge of the control words peaked at Stage 2 (i.e. students were only able to use 
the words in sentences similar to those found in the texts).  Next, the researchers looked at the 
impact of word learning according to text type.  No significant effect was found between the use 
of the African-American versus the Caucasian text, although two of the students showed higher 
retention of words contained in the Caucasian book.   
 The findings in this study show that robust vocabulary instruction, in which students have 
numerous exposures to words in contexts, can impact word knowledge for children from a low 
socioeconomic status.  According to this study, significant gains in vocabulary knowledge 
occurred by the third probe; thus, indicating that 9-12 exposures to the target words impact word 
learning.  Additionally, the study’s results reveal that robust vocabulary instruction is beneficial 
for students who score below average on standardized vocabulary assessments.  More 
specifically, the two students with the lowest pretest scores achieved the highest posttest scores 
on the instructional words.  Furthermore, score changes on the weekly probes suggest that word 
learning occurs gradually in stages rather than in a linear fashion. 
The second focus of the study showed that incorporating literature from students’ cultural 
background did not have a significant impact on word learning.  On the contrary, two of the five 
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participants scored higher on the instructional words contained in the Caucasian book.  However, 
this is inconsistent with findings from other research studies.  One possible explanation may be 
that other studies have focused on story recall as opposed to word retention.  Another plausible 
explanation is that the words in the Caucasian book may have been easier to recall. 
  A fifth study to examine the effects of repeated exposures to words in context, as well as 
vocabulary strategies, was published in the article “Academic Vocabulary and Middle School 
English Learners:  An Intervention Study.”  Townsend and Collins (2009) conducted the 
quantitative study to determine whether research-based vocabulary instructional strategies would 
be effective for teaching academic vocabulary to English Language Learner middle school 
students.  More specifically, would an after-school intervention program promote academic 
vocabulary development of the aforementioned students?  Furthermore, the authors wished to 
investigate whether English Language Learners (ELLs) need to have acquired a certain degree of 
English before they can develop academic vocabulary.  In order to determine the effectiveness of 
an after-school intervention program, the researchers collected data in the following standardized 
test scores:  Vocabulary Knowledge Scale-Measure of Academic Vocabulary (MAV), 
Vocabulary Levels Test (VLT), and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test – III (PPVT). 
The authors’ theoretical framework is based on the theory that ELLs lack the academic 
vocabulary needed for success in school.  Furthermore, acquiring the academic vocabulary 
required for school success may be challenging for these students since these words are often 
abstract and represent multiple meanings.  However, ELLs may benefit from vocabulary 
instruction in which they have repeated exposure to academic vocabulary in context.   
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The study took place in a southern suburban California middle school.  Fifty-two ELLs, 
ranging between 11 years to 15.17 years, were randomly placed into two groups (A or B).  
However, the researchers excluded results from students who attended fewer than six sessions.  
As a result, 20 students from Group A and 17 students in Group B represented the final analysis.   
 The two treatment groups, A and B, were initially tested in December 2006 (phase T1) on 
vocabulary knowledge using the MAV, VLT, and PPVT.  Group A participated in the after- 
school intervention program from January to the middle of February.  Then in March, both 
groups were retested (phase T2).  Next, group B participated in the after-school intervention 
program from March to the beginning of April.  Finally, at the end of April, both groups were 
tested again (phase T3).  
 The after-school intervention program consisted of 20 sessions (four days a week for five 
weeks, lasting 75 minutes); however, two of the sessions had been cancelled for group B.  Both 
groups focused on three to four daily target words, selected from Coxhead’s Academic Word 
List, and utilized texts relating to the solar system and the history of inventions.  Likewise, group 
A and group B began each session with a hook activity which included the three or four target 
words.  Additionally, the program utilized direct instruction, discussion, read alouds, games, and 
activities.  Direct instruction and discussion incorporated large cards on which the target word, 
definition, sentences (including and omitting the target word), and a picture were printed.  
Games and activities included Pictionary, Taboo, matching games, skits, shared reading, and 
read alouds.  The goal of the intervention was to provide students with multiple exposures of 
each word in context.  On average, students were exposed to each target word five times over the 
20 sessions.  In order to obtain reliable results, both groups received identical lesson plans.   
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 To measure the effects of the intervention, students were tested individually over the 
three aforementioned phases of the study; each testing phase lasted approximately 30 minutes 
and included the MAV, VLT, and PPVT.  The MAV was administered in an interview format 
and consisted of both the target and non-target words.  Students saw and heard each word; 
students received a score from zero (did not recognize the word) to five (correctly gave a 
definition and used it in a sentence).  The maximum raw score possible on this test was 100.  The 
VLT was a written matching test which assessed both general and academic vocabulary.  The 
maximum raw score possible on this assessment was 30 on each section or a total maximum raw 
score of 60.  The PPVT required students to select one out of four illustrations which best 
represented the vocabulary word (the possible maximum score was not mentioned in the article).   
 Group A participated in the intervention program between testing phase T1 and phase T2; 
group B was the control group during this period.  Group B participated in the intervention 
program between testing phase T2 and phase T3; group A was the control group during this 
period.  After analyzing the MAV test results, the researchers found that both groups made more 
gains when they were in the treatment phase as opposed to the control phase.  During the 
treatment period, group A made higher gains (mean growth + 9.10) compared to group B (mean 
growth + 4.94).  However, at the end of the study (T3), group A’s gains were only statistically 
significant for the target words; whereas, group B’s gains were statistically significant for both 
the target and non-target words.  On the VLT, gains in academic vocabulary were not 
statistically significant; both groups’ gains were equal during the treatment and control periods 
(mean growth for group A = + 1.55, mean growth for group B = + 0.65).  On the other hand, 
gains in general vocabulary were statistically significant.  Group A’s mean growth score was 
higher during the treatment period; whereas, group B’s mean growth score was higher during the 
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control phase.  Finally, on the PPVT, students in group A made statistically significant gains at 
the end of the study, but group B did not make any gains which were statistically significant.   
 In conclusion, test results indicate that the after-school intervention program increased 
vocabulary for the participants.  According to the MAV results, students made gains after 
participating in the intervention program.  By the end of the study, students made greater gains 
on the words that were taught compared to words that were not taught.  On the other hand, 
immediately following the intervention, students did not make significant gains on the PPVT 
which tested general vocabulary rather than the target words utilized in the study.  However, 
group A’s gains by the end of the study reflect that the intervention program may have resulted 
in delayed post-testing gains.  As a result, the program, which focused on 60 academic words, 
may have supported students’ general vocabulary development (at least for group A).  Finally, 
inconsistent results on the general vocabulary section of the VLT and no growth on the academic 
vocabulary section of the VLT could not confirm the program’s effectiveness. 
 In addition to determining whether the program would support students’ academic 
vocabulary development, the researchers also wished to discover whether ELLs require a certain 
degree of English proficiency in order to learn academic vocabulary.  Test results indicate that 
students who scored higher on the California English Language Development Tests (CELDT), 
made greater gains during the intervention period.   
 The results of the study provide further evidence for frequent exposure of target words.  
First, research-based instructional vocabulary strategies support academic vocabulary 
development for ELLs.  More specifically, focusing on a limited number of targeted words with 
multiple exposures in context will support students’ academic vocabulary acquisition.  Second, 
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the stronger a student’s proficiency in English is, the greater the gains the student will make with 
academic vocabulary. 
One way of focusing on a limited number of words with multiple exposures is via 
vocabulary notebooks.  One such research article, “The Effect of Keeping Vocabulary 
Notebooks on Vocabulary Acquisition,” was published by Walters and Bozkurt (2009).  The 
purpose of this study was to examine the impact of student-created vocabulary notebooks on 
vocabulary acquisition, as well as ascertain students’ and teachers’ attitudes towards the 
notebooks.  In order to measure the impact of vocabulary notebooks, the researchers collected 
quantitative data from two control groups and one treatment group.  This data was in the form of 
receptive and productive vocabulary pre- and posttests.  Additional data included the number of 
students in the treatment group who used target words in weekly compositions, as well as the 
number of different target words found in the weekly compositions.  Finally, qualitative data 
consisted of interviews from the students and teacher in the treatment group. 
The authors’ theoretical framework is based on the theory that vocabulary learning 
requires one to apply various learning strategies.  More specifically, keeping a vocabulary 
notebook relies on consolidation strategies, such as adding new information and retrieving 
previous information.  Consolidation strategies can be further classified into cognitive strategies 
the learner must employ when recording meanings, as well as other word-related information 
such as part of speech, synonyms, and context sentences.  In addition to the use of learning 
strategies, benefits of vocabulary notebooks also include strengthening vocabulary study, as well 
as boosting dictionary skills and determining meaning from context.  Further reported benefits 
include monitoring vocabulary progress and increasing learner autonomy. 
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The study consisted of Turkish students who attended Zonguldak Karaelmas University 
English Language Preparatory School.  At the preparatory school, students study English 30 
hours per week for one year in order to meet the language proficiency level required for 
graduation at the university level.  Based on placement tests, sixty students who scored at the 
lower intermediated level were chosen for this study.  The study consisted of three classes 
(including the classroom teachers) – two control groups and one experimental group.  The first 
control group (Group A) consisted of 13 males and 7 females; the second control group (Group 
B) consisted of 10 males and 10 females.  Finally, the experimental or treatment group consisted 
of 12 males and 8 females.  Students in all three groups ranged from 17 to 20 years old. 
At the beginning of the study, all three groups were administered a receptive and 
productive vocabulary pretest.  The receptive test contained 72 target words and 78 non-target 
words; the productive test contained 29 target words and 21 non-target words.  On the receptive 
test, students were required to match sets of three definitions to sets of six words; on the 
productive test, students  were required to write a word given some of the letters found in the 
word contained in a context sentence (i.e. “The mouse was an easy pr__ for the cat.  Cats can 
easily catch mice.”).  So that students would not have prior knowledge of words found on the 
pre-assessment, low frequency words were chosen for both the target and non-target words.  
Three weeks after the initial testing, the four-week vocabulary study began.  Students in the two 
control groups followed regular vocabulary curriculum.  More specifically, teachers wrote the 
target words on the board followed by their parts of speech.  Additionally, students or teachers 
composed sentences using the target words.  Based on the word’s difficulty, teachers decided 
whether to use the students’ first or second language for each definition.   
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Students in the treatment group, however, received supplemental vocabulary instruction 
via vocabulary notebooks.  During the four-week study, 20 target words from a typical unit were 
selected per week, resulting in a total of 80 target words.  Each typical unit in the students’ 
course book highlighted a total of 50-60 words.  At the beginning of each week, students 
recorded the 20 target words in their vocabulary notebooks.  Furthermore, during the first three 
days of each week, the teacher supplied students with information such as parts of speech, 
Turkish translations, English synonyms and antonyms, and word derivations.  However, teachers 
provided information for only five of the week’s words; students were expected to write similar 
information for the remaining week’s words in their notebooks.  Then on the fourth day of each 
week, students practiced using their vocabulary notebooks on one of the following activities:  
sentence writing, a crossword puzzle, the game of Taboo©, and a matching exercise.   On the 
fifth day of each week, students shared their dictionary’s information with a partner, as well as 
quizzed each other on the words.  Additionally, for homework students were required to 
compose an essay based on the week’s theme; however, the teacher did not inform students that 
the essays were being evaluated for vocabulary application.  Furthermore, the teacher did not 
direct students to use the target words in weekly essays.  Finally, at the end of each week, the 
teacher graded the students’ notebooks for completion and accuracy.  Students were informed 
that markings on their notebooks would be included in their final grade.   
Following the fourth week of vocabulary instruction, both the treatment and the two 
control groups completed a receptive and productive posttest which was identical to the pretest.  
Additionally, the teacher and students in the Treatment Group participated in interviews.  The 
teacher was questioned in English; students, in groups of five, were questioned in Turkish.  Both 
the teacher and the students were asked about the value and worth of keeping vocabulary 
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notebooks.  Furthermore, the teacher was asked whether she would require students to use the 
notebooks once the study ended.  Students were also asked if they would the use the vocabulary 
notebooks after the study was completed, regardless of whether the teacher required them to do 
so.   
 According to the findings of the study, the Treatment Group made the greatest gains 
overall.  First, the researchers analyzed receptive vocabulary acquisition based on target and non-
target test results.  On target words, Control Group A achieved the highest mean score on the 
pretest (Control Group A = 4.40, Control Group B = 1.75, and Treatment Group = 2.75), but the 
Treatment Group achieved the highest mean posttest score (Control Group A = 6.35, Control 
Group B = 2.50, and Treatment Group = 14.55).  Thus, the Treatment Group’s mean score on 
target words increased by 11.80 points; whereas, the two control groups’ mean scores increased 
only by 1.95 and 0.75 points (based on a raw score of 36 possible points).  Compared to the 
target words, gains for non-target words were found insignificant for all three groups (Control 
Group A = + 1.00, Control Group B = + 0.25, and Treatment Group = + 1.70; based on a raw 
score of 39 possible points).  As a result, the Treatment Group made significant gains on 
receptive target vocabulary when compared to non-target vocabulary and both control groups.   
Next, the researchers analyzed controlled productive vocabulary acquisition based on 
target and non-target word test results.  On target words, participants had little to no productive 
knowledge (Mean Pretest Scores - Control Group A = 0.38, Control Group B = 0.30, and 
Treatment Group = 0.68).  Similar to the receptive vocabulary findings, the Treatment Group 
achieved the highest mean posttest score (Control Group A = 1.48, Control Group B = 0.53, and 
Treatment Group = 10.35.).  Thus, the Treatment Group’s mean score on target words increased 
by 9.67 points; whereas, the two control groups’ mean score increased by 1.10 and 0.23 points 
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(based on a raw score of 29 possible points).  Similar to the receptive vocabulary findings, gains 
on non-target words were found insignificant for all three groups.  In fact, all three groups had no 
productive vocabulary knowledge on the non-target words (i.e. all three groups scored 0.00 
points on the pretest).  The Treatment Group was the only group to make gains on the posttest, 
albeit insignificant (+ 0.425 points based on a raw score of 21 possible points).  Once again, the 
Treatment Group made significant gains on productive target vocabulary when compared to non-
target vocabulary and both control groups.   
In addition to controlled vocabulary acquisition, the researchers analyzed free productive 
vocabulary acquisition via students’ weekly compositions.  First, essays were sorted by those 
that contained target words to those that contained no target words.  Out of four weekly essays, 
Control Group A had one student (out of twenty) who used one target word during week three, 
but no students in Control Group B used any target words over the four weeks.  On the other 
hand, two students (out of twenty) in the Treatment Group used target words during the first 
week; by the fourth week of the study, eleven students used target words in their weekly essays.  
The free productive vocabulary data was further analyzed by total number of target words, as 
well as average number of words used per students, for each of the four weeks.  For consistent 
data results, target words were counted only if they were used correctly in context (spelling 
errors did not count against the students).  Furthermore, each target word was only counted once 
even if it appeared multiple times in the same essay.  Likewise, if the same target word was 
found amongst several students' essays for the week, it was also only counted once.  Findings 
revealed that during week one, three different target words were counted, with an average 
number of two words per student.  By week four, a total of nine different target words were 
counted, with an average number of two words per student.   
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Finally, the researchers analyzed attitudes towards vocabulary notebooks after conducting 
interviews with the teacher and students who were placed in the Treatment Group.  Responses 
from the interviews indicated both the teacher and students had positive attitudes toward the 
notebooks; however, students felt that vocabulary notebooks would be more useful for those who 
want to learn.  Other positive comments revealed during the interviews indicated that students 
preferred the method used in keeping a notebook compared to the traditional curriculum, and the 
students believed they learned other words by recording synonyms/antonyms and composing 
sentences.  Moreover the students stated they enjoyed the weekly vocabulary activities and 
consulted their notebooks repeatedly during these activities.  Both the teacher and the students 
agreed that utilizing vocabulary notebooks enabled students to become more responsible; 
nevertheless, both the teacher and students admitted that students would only continue to use 
them if the notebooks were collected and graded by the teacher.  In fact, only two students out of 
twenty claimed they would continue using the notebooks even if they were not required by the 
teacher.  Both the teacher and the students disclosed only one or two negative aspects of using a 
vocabulary notebook.  The teacher complained about not finding enough time to adhere to the 
required curriculum while implementing the supplemental vocabulary program.  Negative 
comments from students were more about the process rather than the actual notebook.  For 
example, two students stated that they do not like looking up words in a dictionary.  Another 
student did not like the teacher collecting his/her notebook on Friday; he/she would have 
preferred using it over the weekend as a study tool.   
Results from this study confirmed that keeping vocabulary notebooks was effective for 
receptive, as well as controlled and free productive vocabulary acquisition.  When analyzing 
target words, students in the Treatment Group made significant gains compared to both control 
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groups.  Moreover, students in the Treatment Group made considerable vocabulary gains when 
comparing target words to non-target words.  Additionally, students in the Treatment Group 
connected the importance of their vocabulary notebooks to classroom activities.  As students 
consulted their notebooks, they better retained target words while learning additional words.  As 
the study progressed, students also applied more words in essays even though they were not 
given directions to do so.   
The second focus of the study was on learner autonomy.  Even though both the teacher 
and the students revealed positive attitudes about vocabulary notebooks, the study suggested that 
the notebooks may only be effective if they are required and graded by the teacher.  The 
interview comments further revealed that vocabulary notebooks will only encourage learner 
autonomy for the motivated student. 
 Multiple exposures to a limited number (four to eight in a typical week) of target words is 
a critical component of effective vocabulary instruction.  In this manner, instruction will focus on 
depth rather than the breadth of academic words.  Additionally, students’ vocabulary 
development is supported through repeated exposures in context.  For example, students may 
encounter target words while reading, incorporate key terms in their writing, and utilize 
academic words through class discussions.  Furthermore, students may be provided additional 
encounters to vocabulary via games, skits, graphic organizers, and word play.  As a result of 
focusing vocabulary on a limited number of target words through multiple exposures, students’ 
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Language Usage 
One effective manner of providing multiple exposures to target words is through the four 
domains of language.  More specifically, listening and reading enable students to receive 
information receptively; whereas, speaking and writing allow students to productively use the 
language.  Furthermore, incorporating oral language (i.e. listening and speaking), via classroom 
discussions, will strengthen vocabulary development.  Likewise, written language (i.e. reading 
and writing) will further support vocabulary knowledge.  For example, while reading a text, key 
terms may be defined and given rich context (Caldwell & Leslie, 2009).  Finally incorporating 
language activities, such as reading and completing cloze activities, writing sentences, and 
participating in negotiated interactions, have all been shown to improve vocabulary knowledge 
(Shahraki & Kassaian, 2011). 
In order to examine the impact of oral language tasks on vocabulary, Shintani (2011) 
published the article, “A Comparative Study of the Effects of Input-Based and Production-Based 
Instruction on Vocabulary Acquisition by Young EFL Learners.”  In this study, the researcher’s 
aim was to determine if either input or output-based instruction would support the learning of 
vocabulary by second language learners.  Additionally, the researcher wished to compare the 
effects of the two types of instruction.  In order to measure the effectiveness of the study, the 
mean scores for a pretest and two posttests were collected from two experimental groups and one 
control group.  Furthermore, lessons from the two treatment groups were video- and audio-taped; 
lessons from the audio-recordings were then transcribed.   
 Shintani’s theoretical framework is based on several theories regarding input and output 
tasks.  First, output tasks enable learners to understand new words at a deeper level.  Second, 
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modified input can support both receptive and productive vocabulary skills.  However, for 
younger children who are first learning a second language, input-based tasks may be more 
beneficial than production tasks.   
 For this study, 36 Japanese students from a private English school in Japan were chosen.  
Participants’ ages ranged from six to eight years of age.  A total of six classes took part in the 
study.  Half of the classes consisted of students aged six to seven years and who had had four 
months of English.  The other half consisted of students aged seven to eight years and who had 
had 16 months of English.  These two groups were further broken down into two experimental 
groups and one control group.  One experimental group received input-based instruction, and the 
other experimental group received production-based instruction.   
 Both experimental groups, as well as the control group, received instruction for 30 
minutes twice a week for three weeks.  Two weeks prior to instruction, a pretest, which consisted 
of two production tests, was administered individually.  One production assessment, the 
“Discrete-item production test,” required students to orally name the 24 target words displayed 
on flashcards.  Students, however, were not penalized for pronunciation errors.  The other 
production test, “Same or different task test,” required students to name the picture shown on 
their paper and then determine whether the word was the same or different as the researcher’s 
word.  The following week, another pretest, which consisted of two comprehension tests, was 
administered to the group.  One comprehension assessment, a “Multiple-choice listening test,” 
required students to hear an audio-recorded word and then identify the correct picture out of six 
pictures.  This test consisted of the 24 target words as well as 16 non-target words.  The other 
comprehension assessment, the “Category task test,” required students to listen to sentences and 
then choose the correct situation out of four possible situations.   
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 Instruction then began on the third week of the study.  All classes were taught by the 
researcher.  The researcher engaged the control group in the following tasks:  sang English 
songs, participated in Total Physical Response (TPR) activities, and practiced the English 
alphabet; however, the students did not receive direct instruction on the target words.  On the 
other hand, the two experimental groups engaged in either input-based or production-based 
activities (although both experimental groups were provided opportunities for input and output) 
which focused on the target words.  Target words consisted of 24 nouns which fell into one of 
three categories: animals, home appliances, and fruits/vegetables.  During each lesson, the input-
based (IB) group was exposed to all 24 target words; whereas, the production-based (PB) group 
was exposed to each word category for one week at a time (with review time for the previous 
weeks’ words).  However, the aforementioned format was deemed as a minor difference between 
the two groups. 
On the other hand, a significant difference between the two experimental groups was the 
format of the activities.  The input-based group completed three activities which involved 
listening and then completing a task; these three tasks were repeated during each of the six 
lessons.  Directions for the activities were presented in Japanese, but the tasks were conducted 
primarily in English along with the aid of non-verbal cues.  In the first task, “Help the zoo and 
the supermarket,” students listened to the researcher and then found the cards which contained 
the correct target words.  Students who chose the correct card placed it in a holder; students who 
chose the wrong card placed it in a box.  In the second task, “Help the animals,” the students 
listened as the researcher named an animal and object.  Then, the students had to pick the correct 
pair of cards.  In the final task, “Listening bingo game,” students drew nine picture cards and 
displayed them in a three by three format.  As the researcher called out one word at a time, the 
59 
EFFECTIVE VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION 
 
student would turn his/her card face-down.  Similar to the input-based group, the production-
based group received directions in Japanese, but activities were conducted in English.  During 
each lesson, students participated in five activities which focused on one of the aforementioned 
word categories.  Each week, one of the categories was highlighted.  Thus, all three word 
categories utilized all five activities.  In the first activity, “Listen and repeat,” students repeated 
each target word after the researcher displayed a flashcard and uttered the word.  In the second 
activity, “Guess the hidden items,” the students named the target word pictured on the flashcard.  
Before the last card was revealed, students had to guess the object on the last card.  Any incorrect 
responses were recast.  In the third activity, “Throwing dice,” flash cards were numbered and 
placed face down. One student threw the dice, and the teacher turned the corresponding 
numbered card face up.  The student had to then name the object on the card.  Similar to the 
second activity, incorrect answers were recast.  In the third activity, “Production bingo game,” 
students displayed nine flashcards in a three by three format.  One student chose a card from 
his/her display and presented it to the group.  Then, together as a group, the students would name 
the target word on the card.  In the third activity, “Kim’s game,” six pairs of flashcards were 
placed face down.  Students, one at a time, would choose two cards and name the objects on 
them.  If the cards matched and if the student correctly named both words, then he/she was 
allowed to keep the matching pair. 
In order to measure the effectiveness of the study, a post-test, which consisted of two 
production tests, was administered the week following the last lesson.  The following week 
another posttest, which consisted of two comprehension tests, was administered.  Another round 
of post-testing was completed four weeks after the production and comprehension posttests.    
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In order to compare the effects of the two experimental groups to one another and to the 
control group, the researcher analyzed the results from the pre- and posttest mean scores.  All 
mean test scores were based on a raw score of 24.  On the “Multiple-choice listening tests,” the 
input-based group had a pretest score of 4.7, followed by a posttest score of 21.9 and a delayed 
posttest score of 22.8; the production-based group had a pretest score of 4.2, with a posttest score 
of 19.9 and a delayed posttest score of 21.1.  The control group had a pretest score of 4.2, 
followed by a posttest score of 4.7 and a delayed posttest score of 4.8.  On the “Category task” 
test, all three groups scored 0.0.  Mean scores for the first and second posttests were as follows: 
input-based group = 18.3 and 18.5, production-based group = 15.0 and 15.3, and the control 
group = 0.0 and 0.0.  Similar patterns were found on the “Same or Different task” assessment.  
All three groups scored 0.0 on the pretest.  Mean scores for the first and second posttests were as 
follows: input-based group = 8.5 and 10.5, production-based group = 11.1 and 11.1, and the 
control group = 0.0 and 0.0.  Finally, on the “Discrete-item production test”, the input-based 
group had a pretest score of 0.8, followed by a posttest score of 12.0 and a delayed posttest score 
of 13.7; the production based group had a pretest score of 1.2, with a posttest score of 14.1 and a 
delayed posttest score of 13.6; and the control group had a pretest score of 1.1 and a posttest 
score of 1.3 and a delayed posttest score of 1.8.  As a result, both the input-based and production-
based groups showed significant improvements between the pre- and two posttests on all four 
assessments: “Multiple-choice listening test,” “Category task,” “Discrete-item production,” and 
“Same or Different task.”  Moreover, the input-based group showed a significant improvement 
from the first to the second posttest on the two production assessments: “Discrete-item 
production” and “Same or Different task.”  Conversely, the control group exhibited no 
significant improvements on either the comprehension or the production based assessments, nor 
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did they exhibit gains on either posttest.  Next the researcher compared the mean scores of the 
two experimental groups.  On three out of the four assessments, no significant difference was 
found between the input-based and production-based groups; however, on the “Category task” 
test, the input-based task mean score on the two posttests was significantly higher.   
Finally, the researcher analyzed the classroom transcriptions of the two experimental 
groups.  Data was broken down into the number of target words uttered by the teacher versus the 
number of target words uttered by students in the classrooms.  Overall, the teacher utilized more 
target words in the input-based classrooms compared to the production-based classrooms.  
However, the students in the production-based classrooms produced more target words than the 
students in the input-based classrooms.  Next, the number of target words uttered by students 
were categorized as teacher-initiated (i.e. teacher asked questions, students repeated the teacher's 
words, etc.) versus student-initiated (i.e. students negotiated meaning, used private speech, etc.).  
Participants in the production-based group used significantly more target words which were 
initiated by the teacher; participants in the input-based group utilized more target words which 
were initiated by the students.  Additionally, the number of isolated versus the number of 
embedded target words uttered by the teacher were tallied.  Once again, a significant difference 
was found between the two groups.  In the production-based group, the teacher incorporated 
more isolated target words, but in the input-based group, the teacher incorporated more 
embedded target words.  Finally, the number of student exchanges was tallied.  The production-
based group contained more initiate-respond-feedback exchanges; the input-based group 
contained more negotiation of meaning exchanges. 
Results from this study indicate both input-based and production-based instruction lead to 
vocabulary acquisition.  More specifically, gains seen from the pretest to the two posttests reveal 
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that both types of instruction yield receptive and productive vocabulary knowledge.  Most 
significantly, only the input-based group showed a significant gain from the first to the second 
posttest on the production assessments.  These findings suggest that input-based instruction may 
positively impact long-term productive vocabulary knowledge.  Furthermore, the input-based 
group outperformed the production-based group on the “Category task” which may have been a 
result of the teacher's use of embedding more words in context.  A deeper analysis of the 
classroom discourse revealed that both experimental groups received ample input and output in 
order to improve their comprehension and production of target words.  Yet, the input-based 
instruction produced more student-initiated target words, as well as more exchanges in 
negotiation of meaning.  Consequently, increased input may lead to richer classroom discourse.    
In order to examine the effects of reading and writing on vocabulary, Webb (2005) 
conducted two experiments.  The first experiment was designed to measure the effects of reading 
versus writing on word knowledge when equal time was spent on either task; the second 
experiment was designed to measure the effects of reading versus writing when time spent on the 
task was determined by its completion.  To measure the results of this study, the researcher  
assessed both receptive and productive word knowledge on the following five aspects of each 
target word:  orthography, syntax, association, grammatical functions, and meaning/form.   
 This study was grounded in the theory that vocabulary acquisition is highly dependent on 
the receptive tasks of listening and reading.  Furthermore, learning vocabulary receptively will 
result in increased receptive word knowledge; whereas, learning vocabulary productively will 
result in increased productive word knowledge.  Moreover, fully understanding a word 
encompasses not only its form and meaning, it also includes aspects such as syntax and 
semantics.   
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 The subjects in this study were Japanese students who attended Kyushu University.  
Students who were selected for the study had studied one year of English as a foreign language.  
For the first experiment, 66 students were randomly assigned to either a receptive or productive 
experimental group.  For the second experiment, 49 students were randomly assigned to an 
experimental group which participated in both receptive and productive vocabulary learning. 
  In the first experiment, a total of ten target words, six nouns and four verbs, were chosen.  
In order to eliminate students' prior knowledge influencing the study, each of the English target 
words were then replaced with two-syllable nonsense words.  The nonsense words followed the 
phonetic and orthographic patterns of English words.  However, students were unaware that 
these words were nonsense words.  Students in both the receptive group and the productive 
group participated in one session which lasted 90 minutes.  Participants in the receptive group 
read each target word in three context sentences.  In each context sentence, the target word was 
printed in bold as well as underlined.  In addition to the three sentences, the target word, as well 
as its translation, appeared to the left of the group of sentences.  Similarly, the productive group 
was presented with each target word and its translation; however, instead of reading context 
sentences, students were required to compose a sentence in English using the target word.  
Instructions for both tasks were written in English and Japanese.  Students were informed that 
they would be tested on the words immediately following the task.  Both groups were given 12 
minutes to complete either the reading or writing task.  After the allotted 12 minutes, students 
then completed five productive and five receptive assessments on orthography, association, 
syntax, grammatical functions, and meaning/form.  The first set (Test 1 and Test 2) of tests 
measured orthographic knowledge of each target word.  On the productive assessment, students 
listened as each word was pronounced twice, and then they had ten seconds to correctly write 
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and spell each word.  On the receptive knowledge assessment, students saw four spelling 
versions of the target word, and then they had to circle the correctly spelled one.  The third test 
measured productive knowledge of meaning and form as students translated the given Japanese 
target word into English; however, minor spelling errors were still counted as correct.  The fourth 
test measured productive knowledge of grammatical functions where students wrote one 
sentence for each of the given target words.  Sentences were counted as correct only if it was 
used grammatically correct in the sentence.  The fifth test measured productive knowledge of 
syntax in which students wrote a word which associated syntactically with each target word.  For 
example, responses such as station, tracks, and left were acceptable syntactic associations for the 
nonsense word masco which represented the word locomotive.  The sixth test measured 
productive knowledge of association where students wrote a word, such as a synonym, an 
antonym, or an example, associated with each target word.  For example, responses such as 
airplane, train, and vehicle were acceptable associations of locomotive.  The seventh test 
measured receptive knowledge of grammatical functions where students read three sentences 
containing the target word and then selected the sentence in which the word was used as 
grammatically correct.   The eighth test measured receptive knowledge of syntax.  On this 
assessment, students were presented with four choices and had to select the word that would be 
used in context with the target word.  The ninth test measured receptive knowledge of 
association where students were presented with four choices and had to select the word 
associated (such as a synonym, an antonym, or an example) to the target word.  Finally, the tenth 
test measured receptive knowledge of meaning and form as students recalled the meaning of 
English target words by writing the Japanese translation.   
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Results from the first experiment reveal that both reading and writing tasks were effective 
for vocabulary acquisition; however, students in the receptive group achieved higher mean test 
scores on each of the ten assessments.  The reading group's mean test scores ranged from 8.74 to 
9.54 on the receptive assessments and 7.29 to 9.43 on the productive assessments; the writing 
group's mean test scores ranged from 8.32 to 9.03 on the receptive assessments and 5.94 to 8.39 
on the productive assessments.  Each test had a potential raw score of ten.  When comparing 
mean test scores, both groups achieved the lowest average on the productive syntax assessment 
but the highest average on the receptive grammar assessment.  A further analysis of the mean test 
scores indicate that the receptive group scored significantly higher on both receptive and 
productive orthographic knowledge as well as productive knowledge of meaning, association, 
and syntax.  Next, the researcher combined the receptive and productive assessment scores for 
each group.  Once again, the receptive group significantly outperformed the productive group on 
orthography, meaning/form, association, and syntax.  More specifically, the reading group 
achieved the following receptive and productive mean test scores:  orthography = 18.66, 
meaning/form = 18.51, association = 17.77, syntax = 16.03, and grammar = 18.60.  The writing 
group achieved the following receptive and productive mean test scores: orthography = 16.87,  
meaning/form = 16.45, association = 16.16, syntax = 14.26, and grammar = 17.42.  Combined 
assessment results were based on a raw total score of 20.   
 After completing the first experiment, the researchers conducted a second experiment 
with a new group of students.  Whereas, the first experiment controlled the time (12 minutes) on 
the given task, the second experiment did not control time as a factor.  In the second experiment, 
the same ten nonsense target words (set A) were utilized, as well as six additional nouns and four 
additional verbs (set B) which were also replaced with nonsense words.  Additionally, an 
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experimental group completed both the receptive and productive tasks.  The researcher divided 
the participants into four treatment groups.  Half of the students completed a productive task 
followed by a receptive task; the other half of the students completed a receptive task followed 
by a productive task.  Furthermore, half of each of the aforementioned groups completed the 
reading task for set A and the writing task with set B; the other half of the aforementioned groups 
completed the reading task for set B and the writing task for set A.  Finally, students in the 
second experiment were not told beforehand that they would be assessed at the end of the study.  
Similar to the first experiment, students read the target words in the three contexts sentences for 
the receptive task and wrote one sentence for each target word as the productive task.   After 
completing both tasks, participants were tested on the same ten aspects of word knowledge as the 
first experiment.   
 Results from the second experiment reveal that the productive task yielded higher mean 
scores than the receptive task on all ten assessments.  Compared to the first experiment, mean 
test scores were lower for the second experiment.   Based on the reading task, mean test scores 
ranged from 2.69 to 5.86 on the receptive assessments and 1.53 to 2.78 on the productive 
assessments; based on the writing task, mean test scores ranged from 4.45 to 6.69 on the 
receptive assessments and 2.45 to 4.08 on the productive assessments.  Each test had a potential 
raw score of ten.  Similar to the first experiment, both tasks yielded the lowest average on the 
productive syntax assessment and the highest average on the receptive grammar assessment.  A 
further investigation of the mean test scores indicate that the writing task yielded a significant 
difference on all five aspects of both receptive and productive word knowledge.  Next, the 
researcher combined the receptive and productive assessment scores for each task.  Once again, 
the writing tasks produced significantly higher results than the reading task on all five aspects of 
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word knowledge:  orthography, meaning/form, association, syntax, and grammar.  More 
specifically, the writing task yielded the following receptive and productive mean test scores:  
orthography = 10.04, meaning/form = 8.18, association = 9.47, syntax = 8.29, and grammar = 
10.78.  The reading task yielded the following receptive and productive mean test scores: 
orthography = 7.92, meaning/form = 4.78, association = 6.86, syntax = 6.55, and grammar = 
4.37.  Combined assessment results were based on a raw total score of 20.  Finally, the researcher 
analyzed the order of the learning tasks.  No significant difference was determined based on 
whether the subjects of the study performed the receptive or productive task first.  Additionally, 
no significant difference was found between reading and writing the two different word sets.   
 According to the results of the first experiment, both receptive and productive learning 
tasks support students ' vocabulary acquisition; however, the receptive task of reading was more 
effective than the productive task of writing.   Because each participant was required to spend 12 
minutes on the task and because reading tasks are performed quicker than writing tasks, it is not 
known whether or not students in the reading group employed other learning strategies in order 
to learn the words.  In fact, not every student in the writing group was able to finish the task in 
the allotted time; whereas, students in the reading group had time to complete the entire task.  
Therefore, students in the receptive group had more time to deeply process the target words.  
Likewise, results from the second experiment indicate that both receptive and productive tasks 
support students' vocabulary acquisition; however, when students were given time to complete 
the task, the productive task of writing was significantly more effective.  However, because 
writing tasks take more time to complete than reading tasks and because time was not a 
controlled factor, students had more time to process each word.  Additionally, the second 
experiment mimics authentic learning in which students read and write in order to gain    
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vocabulary knowledge.  Therefore, results from the second experiment may suggest that 
productive tasks lead to greater word knowledge.  However, results from the second experiment 
were significantly lower than the first experiment because students were required to learn twice 
as many words (20 versus 10).  Finally, because this study assessed five aspects of receptive and 
productive word knowledge, knowing a word encompasses more than just meaning.  It also 
includes orthography, syntax, association, and grammatical functions. 
 Finally, in addition to oral and written language, opportunities for negotiated interactions 
have been shown to support vocabulary development.  Research by Shahraki and Kassaian 
(2011), published in the article “Effects of Learner Interaction, Receptive and Productive 
Learning Tasks on Vocabulary Acquisition: An Iranian Case,” was intended to ascertain whether 
a negotiated interaction task would yield higher gains in receptive and productive vocabulary 
acquisition versus either a receptive or productive task.  Furthermore, the researchers wished to 
determine the effectiveness of the aforementioned tasks on vocabulary acquisition over time.  In 
order to measure the results of this study, weekly receptive and productive assessments were 
administered immediately following the tasks as well as seven days after the tasks.   
The authors’ theoretical framework is based on the belief that learners need opportunities 
to converse and interact in order to acquire language – one of the theories of second language 
acquisition.  Interactions are important in language learning because they require learners to 
comprehend messages and produce output.  Moreover, tasks which require negotiated 
interactions will result in higher gains in vocabulary acquisition compared to either input or 
output alone.   
 For this study, adult Iranian women studying English as a foreign language were chosen.  
In order to qualify for the study, participants had to be deemed high-intermediate English 
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language learners based on sections of a grammar and vocabulary pre-assessment.  Sixty-six 
adults were then randomly placed into one of three groups:  receptive learning (RL), productive 
learning (PL), or negotiated interaction (NI).   
 All three treatment groups participated in weekly sessions over four weeks.  During the 
four weekly sessions, participants were allotted five minutes to individually read a passage 
comprised of nine bold-faced target words, as well as their meanings printed in the margins.  
However, after the reading, each treatment group performed different ten-minute follow-up tasks.  
The receptive learning treatment group completed a cloze activity which consisted of nine 
sentences omitting the target word and the nine weekly target words numbered and printed in a 
box.  Participants were required to write the corresponding numbered target word in the correct 
sentence.  On the other hand, participants in the productive learning group were required to 
compose one sentence for each of the nine given target words of the week.  Finally, participants 
in the negotiated interaction group were required to work in pairs (after individually reading the 
assigned passage).  First, one partner was assigned to retell the story from a list of the weekly 
nine target words, but only the other partner could consult the meaning of the definitions of the 
weekly target words.  Consequently, if the first partner could not recall meanings of one or more 
of the words, she would negotiate its meeting via oral language by consulting her partner.  The 
second partner was then required to elaborate on the target word(s).  After five minutes, the two 
partners switched roles and repeated the above task.  After each activity, participants from all 
three groups completed a productive assessment in which they composed sentences for each of 
the given target words followed by a receptive assessment in which they translated the target 
words into their first language.  Then seven days later, participants completed identical 
productive and receptive posttests (although, the order of the target words was randomly altered).   
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 According to the results of both the immediate and the delayed assessments, all three 
treatment groups made gains in vocabulary acquisition; however, on every assessment, learners 
in the negotiated interaction treatment group achieved the highest scores, and learners in the 
receptive treatment group achieved the lowest scores.  All mean test scores were based on a raw 
score of 30.  On both the immediate and delayed productive assessments (sentence construction), 
the following mean scores were collected:  receptive learning group = 21.68 and 14.59, 
productive learning group = 25.36 and 21.04, and negotiated interaction group = 26.82 and 
24.95.  On both the immediate and delayed receptive assessments (translation) the following 
means scores were collected:  receptive learning group = 25.14 and 19.41, productive learning 
group = 28.91 and 24.18, and negotiated interaction group = 31.36 and 29.54.  A further 
breakdown of the scores revealed that the negotiated interaction treatment group's delayed mean 
scores decreased the least amount, and the receptive treatment group's delayed mean scores 
decreased the most.  More specifically, on the productive assessment, the following changes in 
scores were calculated:  negotiated interaction group = - 1.87, productive learning group = - 4.32, 
and receptive learning group = - 7.09.  On the receptive assessment, the following changes in 
scores were calculated:  negotiated interaction group = - 1.82, productive learning group =  
- 4.73, and receptive learning group = - 5.73.  Finally, all three treatment groups scored higher on 
the receptive assessments versus the productive assessments.  The scores on the receptive tests 
ranged from 25.14 to 31.36 and 19.41 to 29.55 on the delayed assessment; whereas, the scores on 
the productive tests ranged from 21.68 to 26.82 and 14.59 to 24.95 on the delayed assessment. 
Findings from this study confirmed that receptive, productive, and negotiated interaction 
learning tasks supported vocabulary acquisition.  More specifically, input such as reading the 
passages and completing a cloze activity, output such as composing sentences, and negotiated 
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interactions in which the learners used language to negotiate meaning all contributed to word 
knowledge.  However, tasks in which the learners participated in negotiated interactions had the 
greatest immediate, as well as delayed, impact.  During the negotiated interactions, learners had 
opportunities to receive comprehensible input (via listening) and produce output (via speaking).  
Moreover, during these interactions, learners were consciously made aware of the target words 
they did not know.  Opportunities to negotiate the meanings of unknown words may have also 
allowed the learners to process the words more deeply.  A further analysis of the test scores 
revealed that the negotiated interaction treatment group yielded significantly higher gains on 
receptive word knowledge compared to the other two treatment groups.  Additionally, the 
productive learning group yielded significantly higher gains on receptive knowledge compared 
to the receptive learning group.  Similarly, both the negotiated interaction and productive 
learning groups yielded significantly higher gains on productive word knowledge compared to 
the receptive learning group.  However, no significant differences on productive word knowledge 
were found between the two latter groups.  Finally, higher mean test scores on the receptive 
assessments indicated that learning words receptively may have been easier than learning words 
productively.   
 The use of the four domains of language as shown in the above studies, is an effective 
way of providing multiple exposure to target words, as well as supporting vocabulary 
development.  Moreover, listening and reading tasks help promote receptive vocabulary learning, 
and speaking and writing help support productive vocabulary learning.  Utilizing both oral (i.e. 
listening and speaking) and written (i.e. reading and writing) language enables students to 
understand and utilize new terms in rich contexts.   
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Conclusion 
 Vocabulary is essential for comprehension.  Yet, many high school students lack the 
academic vocabulary required for activating prior knowledge, comprehending texts, and 
understanding concepts (Caldwell & Leslie, 2009).  Therefore, secondary teachers in the content 
areas must support their students’ vocabulary development.  Evidence from the twelve research 
studies described above yielded positive gains in vocabulary assessments and student motivation 
when teachers incorporated explicit instruction, presented multiple exposures to a limited 
number of target words in context, and utilized language via receptive and productive tasks in 
vocabulary instruction.   
While this chapter reviewed research related to effective vocabulary instruction, the next 

















 The purpose of this action research study was to investigate how using the four domains 
of language during vocabulary instruction in reading and mathematics impacted my students’ 
vocabulary knowledge.  According to research, effective vocabulary instruction incorporates 
explicit instruction of a limited number of target words, as well as exposure to these words in 
multiple contexts (Apthorp et al., 2011; Blachowicz & Fisher, 2006; Gifford & Gore, 2010; 
Kelley et al., 2010; Lovelace & Stewart, 2009; Townsend & Collins 2009).  An effective means 
of providing students with multiple exposures to target words is through receptive tasks, such as 
listening and reading, and productive tasks, such as speaking and writing (Shahraki & Kassaian 
2011; Shintani, 2011; Webb, 2005).  Additionally, explicitly training students about 
metacognitive strategies enables students to become independent word learners (Mizumoto & 
Takeuchi, 2009; Rasekh & Ranjbary, 2003; Zhao, 2009).  Thus, this action research study 
incorporated explicit instruction of metacognitive awareness, repeated exposures to a limited 
number of words in multiple contexts, and the use of oral and written language.  This chapter 
discusses the sample population, the procedures, and the data collection used in my action 
research study. 
Sample Population 
This study took place in a Christian school located in the inner city of Milwaukee.  The 
sample population consisted of 9th through 12th grade high school students.  In total 14 students, 
11 girls and 3 boys, between the ages of 14 and 17 participated in this study.  The mean age of 
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the participants was 15.86 years; the median age of the participants was 16 years old.  All 14 
participants were African-American and participated in the Milwaukee Parental Choice Program. 
Furthermore, each participant received Title I services in both reading and mathematics.  These 
students were identified by the school as being at risk for failure in both subjects based on 
academic performance in the classroom and/or initial classroom pre-assessments.  Furthermore, 
all tenth grade students at this school scored at either the basic or minimal level in both reading 
and math on the 2012-2013 WKCE assessment.  On the other hand, none of the students 
qualified for special educational or English Language services.  This section described the 
sample population utilized in the research study.  The subsequent section will detail the 
procedures used during the eight-week reading and mathematics vocabulary study. 
Procedures 
This research study took place at the beginning of the second semester over the course of 
two months.  Students were pulled out of regular classes (other than reading or mathematics) to 
attend a 50-minute Title I reading class twice a week, as well as a 50-minute Title I mathematics 
class twice a week.  Prior to the onset of the study, the researcher contacted the parents via phone 
or in-person regarding the nature of the study.  Additionally, parents signed an informed consent 
form.  After receiving all of the consent forms, the researcher administered the teacher-created 
pretest.   Additional information about the content of the pretest is included in the Data 
Collection section of this chapter.  The procedures consisted of an eight-week intervention, 
divided into two four-week periods.  The first four-week period of the study was carried out 
without an intervention; whereas, the second four-week period of the study included an 
intervention.  Both four-week periods of the study are described in the subsequent sections. 
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Week One through Week Four:  No Intervention Methodology 
For the first four weeks of the study 24 target words, 12 reading and 12 mathematical 
terms, were selected.  These 24 terms were carefully chosen from the Top 100 SAT Vocabulary 
Words (2013), the ACT® Test Practice Booklet (2012), and Building Academic Vocabulary 
Teacher’s Manual (Marzano, 2005).  The Top 100 SAT Vocabulary Words (2013) and the ACT® 
Test Practice Booklet (2012) resources were purposefully selected so that students would see the 
value of the words.  From these resources, target words which could also be found outside of the 
discipline of reading (i.e. apathy, relevant, advocate, etc.) and math (i.e. slope, inverse, parallel, 
etc.) were handpicked.  Upon completion of the pretest, instruction without an intervention 
began.  First, students were introduced to three of the reading and three of the mathematical 
words each week.  Prior to explicitly teaching the weekly target words, students self-assessed 
their knowledge of each word.  The purpose of this self-assessment was to incorporate 
metacognitive awareness training via a three-column Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart.  In 
the first column, students wrote the vocabulary word.  In the second column, students classified 
the word into one of four categories:  can use the word correctly, can define the word, have 
seen/heard of the word, or have never seen/heard of the word.  The third column was left blank 
until students completed post-testing.  The Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart is located in 
Appendix A. 
Vocabulary instruction consisted of a weekly routine which incorporated the 
aforementioned metacognitive training, as well as the oral language domains of listening and 
speaking.  Additionally, a limited amount of writing was incorporated.  In order to implement 
listening, speaking, and writing, students followed a weekly routine.  Each week, three pretest 
words during reading class and three pretest words during math class were presented. First the 
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teacher dictated a definition (listening) as students copied (writing) it into their personal 
dictionary; each word consisted of a student-friendly definition followed by a book definition, 
including the part of speech for reading and a symbol/diagram in math.  Then the students and 
teacher discussed and used each word in multiple contexts (listening and speaking).  For 
example, students would utilize the target words in oral statements and questions.  After four 
weeks of instruction, students completed the identical teacher-created posttest and then the third 
column of the Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart. 
Week Five through Week Eight:  Intervention Methodology 
The second four weeks of instruction incorporated the above procedure; however, in 
addition to utilizing listening and speaking, reading and additional writing activities were used. 
These reading and additional writing activities were the independent variables of the study.  
They included reading famous quotes, various geometry texts, and math articles, as well as 
completing cloze activities and writing two sentences per target word.  These additional 
enrichment activities are described in further detail below. 
In order to incorporate all four language domains, the intervention consisted of the 
following weekly routine.  First, students completed a 24-item pretest with a new set of words.  
Once again, all words were carefully selected from the Top 100 SAT Vocabulary Words (2013), 
the ACT® Test Practice Booklet (2012), and Building Academic Vocabulary Teacher’s Manual 
(Marzano, 2005).  Following the completion of all pre-testing, students completed the 
Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart described above.  The same routine was followed where 
the teacher provided the book definition, including the part of speech for reading and a 
symbol/diagram for math.  However, the students, as a small group, created a student-friendly 
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definition (listening, speaking, and writing).  In order to create a student-friendly definition, the 
group used expressions such as synonyms, antonyms, or book definitions restated in simpler 
terms.  Next, the students and researcher discussed and used each word in multiple contexts 
orally and in two written sentences (listening, speaking, and writing).  In other words, the 
researcher and students would create multiple oral sentences containing the target word.  The 
small group would then vote on which sentences or questions would be used as a written 
sentence.  Additionally, students either completed a cloze activity and/or read from their texts, 
picture books, or articles, and also used the target words in discussion (listening, speaking, and 
reading).  More specifically, during the Title I reading class, the group completed a cloze activity 
which consisted of nine cloze sentences and nine words in a word bank.  The nine word bank 
words consisted of the three reading terms and two forms of each word (i.e. innovatively and 
forms of the word innovative and innovation).  The cloze activities were created using 
www.edhelper.com and were completed during week one and four of the intervention.  
Additionally, students read and discussed the meaning of six famous quotes (two quotes per each 
reading term).  The famous quotes were chosen from www.brainyquote.com and were read 
during week two and three of the four-week intervention.  In addition, during the Title I 
mathematics class, students read and discussed terms found in sections of different math texts.  
During week one, students read and discussed four pages from Geometry for Every Kid 
(VanCleave, 1994) and one page from Girls Get Curves: Geometry Takes Shape (McKellar, 
2012).  During weeks two and four, students read and discussed a one and a half to two page 
Internet article from Ask Dr. Math.  During week three, students read one page from their 
geometry text.  Similar to the first four weeks, a posttest and the Vocabulary Knowledge Rating 
Chart were utilized.   
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Data Collection 
In order to measure the effectiveness of the study, the researcher administered an 
identical pre- and posttest (Appendix B) during the first four weeks of instruction and a second 
pre- and posttest after the second four weeks of intervention.  Both assessments were created by 
the researcher and contained 24 words (12 reading and 12 math terms).  These 24 target words 
consisted of a combination of the Top 100 SAT Vocabulary Words (2013), The ACT® Test 
Practice Booklet (2012), and Building Academic Vocabulary Teacher’s Manual (Marzano, 
2005).  So that the researcher could measure multiple aspects of vocabulary learning, the pre- 
and posttests were divided into three sections.  On the first section, students were required to 
write a definition for three reading and three math terms.  The researcher assessed a student’s 
written definition based on the following rubric:  2 points if it was clear and logical, 1 point if it 
was close but not accurate or specific, and 0 points if it was incorrect or left blank.  On the 
second section, students were required to write sentences for three reading and three math terms, 
using the words correctly in context.  Once again, the researcher assessed a student’s written 
sentence based on the following rubric:  2 points if the term was used correctly with context 
clues in a sentence, 1 point if the term was used correctly but did not use any context clues, and 0 
points if the word was used incorrectly in a sentence or no sentence was written.  Finally, on the 
third section, students chose six reading and six mathematical terms listed in a word bank and 
wrote the correct term in a cloze sentence.  On this section, a student could receive one point for 
each correct sentence.  Thus, each section was comprised of 12 points or 36 points for the total 
assessment.  In addition to the assessment, the aforementioned Vocabulary Knowledge Rating 
Chart (Appendix A) was administered prior to instruction as well as after each posttest.   
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The above data as well as the researcher’s observations, field notes, and samples of 
student work were used to establish the usefulness of the vocabulary intervention.  First, 
differences between the students’ first pre- and posttest were compared to differences between 
the second pre- and posttest.  Next, a breakdown of students’ scores in reading versus math was 
contrasted.  Additionally, mean differences from each section (i.e. definitions, sentences, and 
cloze activity) between the group’s first pre- and posttest were compared to differences between 
the second pre- and posttest.  Finally, differences before and after instruction between the 
Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Charts without the intervention and with the intervention were 
compared.  Additionally, copies of students’ personal dictionaries, as well as the researcher’s 
personal notes, were utilized.   
Conclusion 
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of listening, speaking, reading and 
writing during an eight-week unit of vocabulary instruction in Title I reading and mathematics 
classes.  The first four weeks of the study utilized the language domains of listening and 
speaking without an intervention.  The second four weeks of the study also utilized listening and 
speaking, as well as the interventions of reading and writing.  While this chapter described the 
sample population, procedures, and data collection of the action research study, the next chapter 
summarizes and describes the results of the study. 
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 The purpose of this research and intervention was to investigate how using the four 
domains of language during vocabulary instruction in reading and mathematics would impact 14 
urban high school students’ vocabulary knowledge.  Within the four-week nonintervention 
period, students were explicitly taught target words in reading and mathematics.  Additionally, 
they used listening and speaking to discuss the words in context.  Within the four-week 
intervention period, students were again explicitly taught target words and used them in listening 
and speaking; however, they also interacted with the target words in supplemental reading and 
writing activities.  Finally, during both the nonintervention and intervention periods, students 
were taught and then utilized metacognitive strategies by completing the Vocabulary Knowledge 
Rating Chart.  This chapter consists of the collected data, including figures and tables, and a 
summary of the results.  
Overview and Data Collection 
Assessment Data 
 One type of data collected was assessment results.  Students completed two versions of 
the assessment (Appendix B).  The first version, administered during the first four weeks of the 
study, was an identical pre- and posttest without receiving an intervention; the second version, 
administered during the second four weeks of the study, was an identical pre- and posttest after 
receiving the intervention.  Both versions of the assessments were based on a raw score of 36 
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points and were equally divided into writing definitions, writing a sentence using the words in 
context, and completing a cloze activity.   
 
 Figure 4.1 shows the difference between a student’s pre- and posttest raw score without 
an intervention (blue) versus with the intervention (orange).  For example, student number 1 
scored 8 points higher on Posttest #1 when no intervention was provided but 18 points higher on 
Posttest #2 when the intervention was provided.   
 On further inspection of the data, 12 out of 14 of the research participants increased their 
raw score on the first posttest without receiving an intervention.  However, even though no 
intervention was provided, the researcher believes the students increased their scores because 
they still received direct instruction of the target words.  Nevertheless, one participant’s score 
decreased by one point, and another participant’s score remained the same.  These results may be 
due to low attendance.   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
No Intervention 8 -1 0 8 6 4 13 9 6 6 8 4 1 8























Figure 4.1:  Vocabulary Assessment Results 
Differences between Students' First and Second Pre and Posttest
No Intervention With Intervention
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 In contrast to the non-intervention assessment results, intervention assessment results 
were significantly higher.  The researcher believes the students made significant gains with the 
intervention.  Compared to the first posttest, all 14 research participants increased their raw score 
on the second posttest after receiving the intervention.  Notably, 11 of the participants increased 
their change in raw score after receiving the intervention.  However, two of the students obtained 
the same change in raw score with or without the intervention, and one student performed better 
on the posttest without receiving the intervention.   Conclusions that can be drawn are students, 
in general, were more successful after receiving the intervention which consisted of 
incorporating the four language domains. 
Table 4.1 
 




Without Intervention With Intervention 
Pretest 1 Posttest 1 
Change in 
Raw Score 
Pretest 2 Posttest 2 
Change in 
Raw Score 
1 11 19 8 5 23 18 
2 1 0 -1 1 4 3 
3 2 2 0 4 5 1 
4 13 21 8 3 25 22 
5 3 9 6 0 6 6 
6 16 20 4 6 19 13 
7 17 30 13 9 32 23 
8 2 11 9 2 12 10 
9 3 9 6 5 11 6 
10 1 7 6 4 8 4 
11 11 19 8 12 30 18 
12 5 9 4 2 16 14 
13 5 6 1 1 9 8 
14 20 28 8 12 28 16 
Mean 7.86 13.57 5.71 4.71 16.29 11.57 
Maximum Raw Score of 36 Points 
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 Table 4.1 displays individual assessment results for the 14 research participants.  The 
chart is organized so that the students’ pre- and posttest scores without an intervention versus 
with the intervention may be easily compared.  Furthermore, mean test scores and the mean 
change in raw scores for the entire research sample may be compared.  More specifically, when 
no intervention was given, the students’ mean score was 7.86 on the pretest but 13.57 on the 
posttest; both assessments had a total of 36 possible points.  As a result, the mean change in raw 
scores was 5.71.  In contrast, when the intervention was implemented, the students’ mean score 
was 4.71 on the pretest but 16.29 on the posttest; once again both assessments had a total of 36 
possible points.  However, this time the mean change in raw scores was 11.57.  In other words, 
after receiving the intervention, on average, students’ change in raw score more than doubled. 
Table 4.2 

































1 5 9 4 2 15 13 6 10 4 3 8 5 
2 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 -1 1 2 1 
3 1 0 -1 1 2 1 1 2 1 3 3 0 
4 6 12 6 1 12 11 7 9 2 2 13 11 
5 2 4 2 0 2 2 1 5 4 0 4 4 
6 7 8 1 0 10 10 9 12 3 6 9 3 
7 7 16 9 1 18 17 10 14 4 8 14 6 
8 1 5 4 0 4 4 1 6 5 2 8 6 
9 1 4 3 2 6 4 2 5 3 3 5 2 
10 1 3 2 2 5 3 0 4 4 2 3 1 
11 6 8 2 3 18 15 5 11 6 9 12 3 
12 2 4 2 0 7 7 3 5 2 2 9 7 
13 1 2 1 0 2 2 4 4 0 1 7 6 
14 7 14 7 7 14 7 13 14 1 5 14 9 
 
Mean 3.36 6.36 3 1.36 8.36 7 4.5 7.21 2.71 3.36 7.93 4.57 
Δ = Change in Raw Score 
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 Table 4.2 contrasts the students’ individual scores in reading versus math.  For example, 
student number 4 scored 6 points in reading on Pretest #1 but 12 points in reading on Posttest #2.  
As a result, he increased his raw score by 6 points on the reading portion of the test with only 
direct instruction of the words.  On the other hand, this same student scored 1 point on the 
reading portion of Pretest #2 but 12 points on the reading portion of Posttest #2.  Consequently, 
this student’s change in raw score on the reading section rose by 11 points after receiving direct 
instruction and the intervention.  On the math portion of the assessment, this student scored 7 
points on Pretest #1 but 9 points on Posttest #1.  Thus, this student’s change in raw score was 2 
points prior to the intervention.  In contrast to the nonintervention math results, student number 
four received 2 points on Pretest #2 but 13 points on Posttest #2.  This time, his change in raw 
score grew by 11 points after receiving the intervention. 
Similar to student number 4, participants increased their raw score on both reading and 
math after receiving both direct instruction of the words and the intervention.  A further analysis 
of the data reveals that without an intervention, students’ scores in reading increased by 3 raw 
points or approximately 1.89 times higher.  However, with the intervention, students’ scores in 
reading increased by 7 raw points or approximately 6.15 times higher.  Similar to reading, 
students increased their raw scores in math after receiving the intervention.  More specifically, 
without receiving the intervention, students’ raw scores increased by 2.71 points, or 
approximately 1.60 times higher, but 4.57 points, or 2.36 times higher, after receiving the 
intervention.  As previously stated, students overall performed significantly higher on the 
posttest after receiving the intervention.  Upon further analysis of the data, students made greater 
gains in reading versus math.   
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In addition to breaking down the assessment results into reading and math, results were 
broken down into type of assessment task.  As previously stated, each assessment was equally 
divided into three sections: writing a definition, writing a sentence showing the word in context, 
and completing a cloze activity.  All three sections were worth 12 points; however, the sections 
containing the definitions and sentences each contained 6 words (3 reading and 3 math terms) 
and the cloze section contained 12 terms (6 reading and 6 math terms).  On the definition section, 
students could earn two points for writing a clear and logical definition, one point for a definition 
that was close but not accurate, and zero points for an incorrect or missing definition.  Similar to 
the definition section, students could receive two points for using the term correctly in a sentence 
while providing context clues in order to show the meaning, one point for using the term 
correctly in a sentence without providing context clues, and zero points for not using the word 
correctly in a sentence or not writing a sentence.  On the other hand, on the cloze section, 
students could score one point for completing each sentence using the terms provided from the 
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Table 4.3 
Change in Raw Score – Per Assessment Task 
Student # 
No Intervention With Intervention 
Definitions Sentences Cloze Definitions Sentences Cloze 
1 7 1 0 9 4 5 
2 0 0 -1 0 2 1 
3 0 1 -1 0 1 0 
4 5 3 0 6 6 10 
5 0 2 4 3 2 1 
6 1 3 0 4 -1 10 
7 7 4 2 9 6 8 
8 0 2 7 4 3 3 
9 0 0 6 2 3 1 
10 1 1 4 0 2 2 
11 2 2 4 9 6 3 
12 0 2 2 5 1 8 
13 0 1 0 1 3 4 
14 5 3 0 6 1 9 
Mean 2 1.79 1.93 4.14 2.79 4.64 
Maximum Raw Score of 12 Points per Section 
 Table 4.3 displays the change in raw scores for each section of the assessments.  For 
instance, student number 7 increased her score 7 points on the definition activity, 4 points on the 
sentence task, and 2 points on the cloze task when no intervention was provided.  However, after 
the intervention occurred, she increased her score 9 points on the definition task, 6 points on the 
sentence task, and 8 points on the cloze activity.   
 Comparable to student number 7, the mean change in raw scores for the sample 
population increased on all three sections of both assessments.  Furthermore, the mean change in 
raw scores was greater after students received the intervention.  More specifically, while only 
receiving direct instruction of the words, the students increased their mean change in raw scores 
2 points on the definition task, 1.79 points on the sentence activity, and 1.93 points on the cloze 
activity.  In contrast to the nonintervention test results, the mean change in raw scores were 
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notably higher after the intervention.  The mean change in raw scores increased on the definition 
task by 4.14, on the sentence task by 2.79, and on the cloze activity by 4.64.  In other words, the 
sample population more than doubled their change in raw scores when they were required to 
write a definition and complete the cloze activity.  Furthermore, as a group, they increased their 
change in raw scores by one and a half times when they were required to compose a sentence 
using context clues.  Consequently, students were better able to write definitions, compose 
sentences using context clues, and complete the cloze activity after the researcher implemented 
the intervention.  On further inspection, students performed better on the definition and cloze 
tasks compared to the sentence task.     
Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Data 
 A second type of data collected was the Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart results.  
The Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart (Appendix A) was incorporated so that the researcher 
could incorporate metacognitive awareness training.  Metacognitive awareness requires students 
to think about their thinking.  Thus, training students in metacognition enables students to 
monitor their own learning.  According to research, metacognitive awareness training empowers 
students to learn how to monitor their own thinking in relation to their vocabulary development 
(Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 2009; Rasekh & Ranjbary, 2003; Zhao, 2009).   In order to utilize 
metacognition, students filled out two Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Charts during the four-
week nonintervention period and two Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Charts during the four-
week intervention period.  So that students could differentiate between reading and math terms, 
they completed one chart for reading and one chart for math during each four-week period.  
Thus, during the research study, students completed a total of four charts; each chart contained 
12 target words.  Prior to receiving explicit instruction, students self-assessed their knowledge of 
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the week’s three reading terms and three math terms.  After completing the posttest, students 
once again self-assessed their knowledge of these terms.  As a means of self-assessment, students 
rated each word on a scale from one to four.  A rating of a one stated, “I have never seen/heard 
of the word,” while a rating of a two stated, “I have seen/heard of the word.”  A rating of a three 
stated, “I can define the word,” but a rating of a four stated, “I can define and use the word 
correctly.”   
Table 4.4 presents each student’s mean rating of the target words from the Vocabulary 
Knowledge Rating Charts in reading and math.  For example, student number 8’s mean rating 
was 1.08 on the reading terms and 1.58 on the math terms after completing the first pretest but 
prior to receiving explicit instruction of the terms without the intervention.  After receiving 
instruction without the intervention and completing the first posttest, this student’s mean rating 
of the terms was 2.17 for reading and 2.5 for math.  On the other hand, student number 8 self-
assessed her knowledge of the words even more so after receiving both instruction and the 
intervention.  More specifically, her mean rating was 1.0 for reading and 2.08 for math after 
completing the second pretest.  After receiving instruction with the intervention and completing 
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Table 4.4 
Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart – Mean Rating of Target Words 
Student     
#      
No Intervention Intervention 

















1 2.83 3.5 3.5 3.58 1.92 3.75 2.58 3.5 
2 1.33 1.42 1.58 1.58 1.5 1.58 1.75 1.75 
3 1.92 1.92 2.42 2 2 1.58 2.17 2 
4 2.5 2.75 2.67 2.17 2.08 3.17 2.42 3.08 
5 2.17 2.5 2.25 2 1.25 2.92 2.33 3.75 
6 1.92 3 2.25 3.08 1.42 2.83 2 3.17 
7 2.08 3.58 2.33 3.42 2.08 3.58 3 3.25 
8 1.08 2.17 1.58 2.5 1 3.5 2.08 3.33 
9 1.33 2.17 1.75 2.42 1 1.42 1.75 2.33 
10 2 2.58 2.42 2.83 1.25 1.83 2 2.17 
11 1.75 2.33 1.92 2.58 1.58 3.5 2.17 3.08 
12 1.83 2.33 1.75 2 1.25 2.42 1.83 3.25 
13 1.25 1.42 1.83 2.17 1.58 1.67 2 2.67 
14 2.33 3.67 3.42 4 2 3.67 2.67 4 
Mean 1.88 2.52 2.26 2.6 1.57 2.67 2.2 2.95 
Maximum Score of 4 Points 
 Similar to student number 8, the sample population’s mean rating of the target words 
increased from the pretest to the posttest.  Specifically, during the nonintervention period, the 
sample population rated their knowledge of the reading terms as a 1.88 and the math terms as a 
2.26 prior to instruction.  However, after receiving only instruction and completing the posttest, 
the sample population rated their knowledge of the reading terms as a 2.52 and the math terms as 
a 2.6.  Moreover, during the intervention period, the participants rated their knowledge of the 
reading terms as a 1.57 and the math terms as a 2.2 prior to instruction and the intervention.  
Notably, after receiving both instruction and the intervention, the participants rated their 
knowledge of the reading terms as a 2.67 and the math terms as a 2.95.  Consequently, according 
to the knowledge rating scale, the rating of the posttest’s target words in both reading and math 
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were greater during the intervention period.  Furthermore, students reported slightly higher 
ratings on the math terms than the reading terms.   
 
M = Mean Change for the Sample Population 
Maximum Change of 3 Points 
Figure 4.2 presents the mean changes of the knowledge rating scores with and without 
the intervention for each student, as well as the sample population.  For example, without the 
intervention, participant number 12’s mean change on her Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart 
was 0.5 for reading (purple) and 0.25 for math (green).  In contrast to the nonintervention period, 
after the intervention, this student’s mean change on her Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart 
was 1.17 in reading (blue) and 1.42 in math (red).   
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 M
No Intervention - Reading Change 0.67 0.09 0 0.25 0.33 1.08 1.5 1.09 0.84 0.58 0.58 0.5 0.17 1.34 0.64
No Intervention - Math Change 0.08 0 -0.42 -0.5 -0.25 0.83 1.09 0.92 0.67 0.41 0.66 0.25 0.34 0.58 0.34
Intervention - Reading Change 1.83 0.08 -0.42 1.09 1.67 1.41 1.5 2.5 0.42 0.58 1.92 1.17 0.09 1.67 1.1




















Figure 4.2: Mean Change in Knowledge Rating
No Intervention - Reading Change No Intervention - Math Change
Intervention - Reading Change Intervention - Math Change
91 
EFFECTIVE VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION 
 
 Similar to participant number 12, the mean change for the sample population’s 
knowledge rating scores were greater after receiving the intervention versus receiving only direct 
instruction of the words.  More specifically, while only receiving direct instruction of the target 
words, the students’ mean change on the Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart was 0.64 in 
reading and 0.34 in math.  On further inspection of the data, 10 of the students rated their 
knowledge of both the reading and math terms higher after Posttest #1 (nonintervention).  On the 
other hand, three students rated their knowledge of only the reading terms higher but rated the 
math terms the same or lower after Posttest #1.  Finally, one student rated her knowledge of the 
reading terms as the same and the math terms lower after Posttest #1.   
After receiving both direct instruction of the target words and the intervention, the 
students’ mean change on the Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart was 1.1 for reading and 0.75 
for math.  In other words, the mean change in the students’ knowledge rating scores increased by 
0.46 (or approximately 1.72 times higher) in reading and 0.41 (or approximately 2.20 times 
higher) in math.  On further inspection of the data, 12 of the students rated their knowledge of 
both the reading and math terms after Posttest #2 (intervention).  On the other hand, one student 
rated her knowledge of only the reading terms higher but rated the math as the same after 
Posttest #2.  One other student rated both the reading and math terms lower after Posttest #2.  In 
conclusion, students’ mean change in knowledge rating scores were greater after receiving the 
intervention.   
Conclusion 
 This chapter displayed the data collected during the eight-week research study.  The 
purpose of the data was to determine whether incorporating the four domains of language would 
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support 14 high-school students’ vocabulary knowledge during reading and math instruction.  In 
order to prove this hypothesis, pre- and posttest scores from the four-week non-intervention 
period and the four-week intervention period were compared.  After receiving the intervention, a 
comparison of the data revealed that the sample population’s change in raw test scores more than 
doubled.  Test scores were then further broken down to differentiate between reading and math 
results, as well as assessment task-type (definition writing, sentence writing, and cloze activity).  
An analysis of the above data indicated that after incorporating the intervention, the sample 
population performed significantly better in both subject areas and on all three assessment tasks.  
In addition to the assessment scores, results from the Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Charts from 
the non-intervention and intervention periods were analyzed.  As with the assessment results, the 
sample population’s change in knowledge ratings were greater after receiving the intervention.  
While this chapter discussed the data collected to measure the effectiveness of listening, 
speaking, reading, and writing on vocabulary development in reading and math, Chapter Five 














 The purpose of this action research was to investigate how using the four domains of 
language (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) during vocabulary instruction in reading and 
mathematics would impact my students’ vocabulary knowledge.  During the four-week non-
intervention period, students were explicitly taught target words utilizing the domains of 
listening and speaking.  During the four-week intervention period, students were explicitly taught 
target words again; however, this time they utilized all four language domains:  listening, 
speaking, reading, and writing.  By the end of the eight-week study, students overall made 
greater gains on the post-test after receiving both explicit instruction and the intervention.  
Likewise, overall students increased their knowledge rating of the words after receiving both 
instruction and the intervention.  In this chapter, connections to existing research, an explanation 
of the results, and the strengths and limitations of the study will be reported.  Finally, 
recommendations for future research in the field of effective vocabulary instruction will be 
presented.   
Connections to Existing Research 
Research has shown that comprehension of academic content highly correlates to 
vocabulary knowledge.  In other words, students may struggle comprehending content if they 
lack the essential vocabulary (Blachowicz & Fisher, 2006; Caldwell & Leslie, 2009; Marzano & 
Pickering, 2005).  In order to determine effective vocabulary instruction, research on the best 
methods was conducted.  Chapter Two focused on three of the research-based, best practices for 
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vocabulary instruction and organized best practices into explicit instruction, multiple exposures 
to a limited number of target words, and language usage.  These three research-based methods 
were then the basis for the design and implementation of this action research study.   
 One researched-based, best practice in vocabulary instruction focused on explicit 
instruction in metacognitive awareness training.  Research has shown that explicit instruction in 
metacognitive awareness training, along with vocabulary learning strategies, is effective in 
supporting vocabulary.  Consequently, students become responsible for their vocabulary 
development.  Mizumoto and Takeuchi (2009), Rasekh and Ranjbary (2003), and Zhao (2009) 
focused their research on explicit instruction and metacognition.  The works of these researchers 
found that effective academic vocabulary instruction should focus on both cognitive and 
metacognitive strategies.  Findings from these studies showed that when students used both 
cognitive and metacognitive strategies, students scored higher on vocabulary assessments and 
increased their motivation.  Moreover, these students became responsible for their vocabulary 
learning.  The results of the above studies were the basis for incorporating metacognitive 
awareness training via the Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart into this action research study.  
The purpose of the Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart was to explicitly teach students how to 
monitor and evaluate their own vocabulary learning.  Thus, students in this study would be held 
accountable for their vocabulary development.   
 The second researched-based, best practice in vocabulary instruction is the exposure to a 
limited number of words in multiple contexts.  Exposing students to a limited number of words 
(four to eight weekly words) allows the teacher to focus on the depth rather than the breadth of 
terms.  Moreover, students will learn the words on a deeper level if they interact with the terms 
in multiple contexts.  As a result, research studies have shown that students’ vocabulary 
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knowledge and confidence are strengthened.  The works of Apthorp et al. (2011), Gifford and 
Gore (2010), Kelley et al. (2010), Lovelace and Stewart (2009), and Townsend & Collins (2009) 
helped design this research study.  As a result, this study focused on three reading and three math 
terms per week.  Students were then exposed to the target words multiple times via direct 
instruction of each term and class discussions.  Furthermore, the intervention period provided 
students with additional exposures via reading and writing activities.  Another study by Walters 
and Bozkurt (2009) guided the use of student-created vocabulary notebooks for this study.  
According to their study, the use of vocabulary notebooks showed positive effects on vocabulary 
acquisition.  Moreover, the students in Walters’ and Bozkurt’s study connected the importance of 
the vocabulary notebooks to classroom activities.  As students consulted their notebooks, they 
better retained the target words.   
 The final research-based, best practice implemented in this study was language usage.  
Incorporating language usage has shown to support vocabulary development and yield richer 
classroom discourse.  The research of Shahraki and Kassaian (2011), Shintani (2011), and Webb 
(2005) focused their studies on receptive (listening and reading) and productive (speaking and 
writing) language skills.  Results from these studies indicate that students need opportunities to 
receive input from listening and reading activities, as well as opportunities to provide output 
from speaking and writing activities.  Thus, this research study utilized listening and speaking as 
students discussed the terms in classroom discussions.  Additionally, the intervention provided 
students reading and writing activities, as well as further listening and speaking activities.   
Specifically, students read and discussed the target words found in quotes, articles, and math 
texts.  They also read and completed cloze activities.  Moreover, students discussed the terms as 
they composed two sentences for each target word.  In addition to receptive and productive tasks, 
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Shahraki’s and Kassaian’s study also focused on negotiated interaction tasks.  As a result of 
these interactions, students had opportunities to receive input (via listening) and produce output 
(via speaking) while negotiating the meanings of unknown terms.  This may have led to the 
learners processing the words more deeply.  Like Shahraki’s and Kassaian’s study, this research 
was designed so that students had opportunities to negotiate meaning of the terms as participants 
created student-friendly definitions and composed sentences during the intervention. 
Connections to Common Core State Standards 
The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 
2012) emphasize literacy in all subject areas.  One way to promote literacy is through academic 
vocabulary found in the language standards.  At the high school level, these standards correspond 
to the College and Career Readiness (CCR) anchor standards.  Specifically, one of the CCR 
anchor standards for language states that students acquire and use academic words needed for 
listening, speaking, reading and writing.  Because acquisition of academic vocabulary is directly 
related to comprehension, the CCSS stress direct and explicit instruction of academic 
vocabulary.  Additionally, the standards recommend vocabulary development through 
conversation and reading (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2012).  Therefore, this study 
was designed so that students would acquire and use vocabulary through direct and explicit 
instruction, as well as through oral (listening and speaking) and written language (reading and 
writing).  Thus, this research study satisfies both the CCSS and the CCR anchor standards. 
Explanation of Results 
 An intervention was designed to provide research-based best practices in vocabulary 
instruction.  Therefore, the intervention utilized explicit instruction and metacognition.  
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Additionally, the intervention focused on a limited number of target words in context and 
incorporated the four domains of language.  In order to analyze the effectiveness of the 
intervention, data via the teacher-created pre- and posttests (Appendix B) and the Vocabulary 
Knowledge Rating Charts (Appendix A) were collected.  An analysis of the data revealed that 
the sample population achieved significantly higher results on the second posttest, as well as the 
Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart, after receiving the intervention.  
Pre- and Posttest Data  
 The first type of data analyzed was the teacher-created vocabulary pre- and posttest 
scores.  Data from this assessment measured students’ abilities to write definitions, use the target 
words in sentences, and complete a cloze activity.  During both the four-week nonintervention 
and four-week intervention periods, students’ change in raw test scores increased overall.  After 
comparing the non-intervention pre- and posttests scores, the researcher observed that 12 of the 
14 participants increased their change in raw scores.  On the other hand, all 14 participants 
increased their change in raw scores after receiving the intervention.  Furthermore, the sample 
group’s mean change in raw score more than doubled after receiving the intervention.  More 
specifically, the sample population’s mean change in raw score was 5.71 without the 
intervention, but 11.57 with the intervention.  This shows that students were better able to define 
the target words, compose sentences utilizing the words in context, and complete a cloze activity 
after receiving the intervention.  Results are reported in Figure 4.1 and Table 4.1. 
Subject matter data 
After breaking down the data into subject matter (reading and math), students made 
greater gains in vocabulary in both reading and math after the intervention.  Specifically, after 
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the non-intervention posttest, the sample population’s mean change in the reading raw score 
increased 1.89 times, but after the intervention, the change in mean score was 6.15 times higher.  
In math, the sample population’s mean change in raw score was 1.60 times higher with only 
explicit instruction but 2.36 times higher after receiving both the instruction and intervention.  
Generally, students made greater gains in reading compared to math. One reason why this may 
be is that students were more likely to encounter the reading terms in everyday life.  For 
example, terms like alleviate and vivid were more likely to be used in conversation and seen in 
texts outside of the study, compared to terms like chord and integer.  Results contrasting reading 
and math scores are reported in Table 4.2. 
Assessment task data 
Next, data was broken down into assessment task (writing a definition, writing a sentence 
using the word in context, and completing a cloze activity); students were again more successful 
after the intervention.  After receiving the intervention, the sample population increased their 
change in raw score by one and half times (compared to the non-intervention data) on the 
sentence writing task and more than doubled their change in raw scores on the definition and 
cloze tasks.  The reason students may have been more successful on writing the definitions and 
completing the cloze activity is these tasks were easier compared to applying the words to 
sentence writing.  Nevertheless, students were more successful on all three tasks because they 
completed sentence writing and cloze tasks during the intervention, as well as encountered the 




EFFECTIVE VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION 
 
Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart Data 
The second type of analyzed data was the Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Charts.  During 
the nonintervention period, 13 of the students increased their self-rating of the reading terms, and 
10 of students increased their self-rating of the math terms.  By contrast, during the intervention 
period, 13 of the students increased their knowledge rating of the reading terms, and 12 students 
increased their knowledge rating of the math terms.  More importantly, when comparing the 
sample population’s mean change in knowledge rating, the rating of the reading terms grew 1.72 
times, and the rating of the math terms more than doubled.  Consequently, incorporating the four 
domains of language as an intervention proved to be successful.  Results are reported in Table 
4.4 and Figure 4.2.   
Conclusion: Explanation of Results 
There are several factors as to why the students were successful.  First, students were 
explicitly taught each target word.  Therefore, in theory, students’ posttest scores, when 
compared to the pretest scores, should have increased during both the non-intervention and 
intervention periods.  Likewise, students should have naturally increased their ratings of the 
target words after having received explicit instruction.  Second, students were given an identical 
pre- and posttest during the nonintervention weeks and another identical pre-and posttest during 
the intervention weeks.  Thus, students had the advantage of having seen the assessment prior to 
both posttests.  Third, during the intervention period, students had multiple exposures to the 
target words in various means.  Although the time of each class period for both the 
nonintervention and intervention weeks were the same, students had additional ways (via reading 
and writing) of interacting with words during the intervention weeks.  For example, during the 
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intervention period, students read the target words in context via quotes, cloze activities, math 
texts, and math articles.  They then had additional ways to discuss the target words using the 
reading and writing activities as a frame of reference.  Additionally, students wrote two 
sentences using the words in context.  Moreover, during the intervention period, students 
brainstormed and created student-friendly definitions (as opposed to being provided a student-
friendly definition during the nonintervention).  The use of definitions in their own words may 
have supported students’ deeper understanding of the terms.  
In conclusion, the sample population was more successful after receiving the intervention 
because they had additional opportunities to write sentences using the words in context and 
completed two cloze activities.  Additionally, they read the words in multiple contexts via the 
quotes, math articles, and math texts.  In order to acquire the target words, students were given 
ample opportunities to receive input (listening and reading) and produce output (speaking and 
writing).  Moreover, providing students with additional input (via listening and reading) during 
the intervention may have led to long-term gains in productive vocabulary knowledge (speaking 
and writing), as well as richer classroom discourse.  Furthermore, students had opportunities to 
produce output by discussing and then cooperatively writing student-friendly definitions and 
sentences.  Finally, classroom discourse allowed time for students to negotiate the meanings of 
target words.   
Strengths of the Study 
The students’ overall gains in vocabulary knowledge can be attributed to the strengths of 
this study.  The first strength of this study was that there was a predictable routine with which 
students were familiar.  For example, at the beginning of the week students would take out their 
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Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Charts and self-assess their knowledge of the week’s terms.  
They also knew how to use their student-created personal dictionaries.  Additionally, during the 
intervention period, the sample population created student-friendly definitions and wrote two 
sentences per term.  This process was scaffolded when the teacher provided student-friendly 
definitions and the group used the words in oral language during the nonintervention period.  
They then read and discussed the words in various texts.  
 The second strength of the study was the relevancy of the target words.  In other words, 
the vocabulary terms were specifically chosen so that high school students would see the value in 
learning them and would make connections to the terms outside of the study.  For this reason, 
vocabulary words were carefully selected from the Top 100 SAT Vocabulary Words (2013) and 
the ACT® Test Practice Booklet (2012).  Additional words were chosen from the students’ math 
text and Building Academic Vocabulary Teacher’s Manual (Marzano, 2005).  Moreover, words 
were intentionally selected so that students might encounter them outside the discipline of 
reading (i.e.  apathy, relevant, advocate, etc.) and math (i.e. slope, inverse, parallel, etc.).   
Third, students were provided explicit instruction in metacognitive awareness training. 
During the study, the researcher modeled metacognitive awareness via the Vocabulary 
Knowledge Rating Chart.  In this manner, students were responsible for their learning by rating 
their knowledge of the terms before and after instruction.  According to research, explicit 
instruction in metacognitive awareness training has been shown to increase students’ results on 
standardized vocabulary assessments, as well as boost their motivation (Mizumoto & Takeuchi, 
2009; Rasekh & Ranjbary, 2003; Zhao, 2009).  
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Fourth, this study focused on a limited number of words.  Each week, the researcher 
introduced three reading terms and three math terms.  As a result, both the nonintervention and 
intervention periods focused on a total of 24 words.  In this manner, students were able interact 
with each word multiple times in context, as well as learn the terms more deeply.  Research 
studies have shown that when vocabulary instruction is limited to four to eight weekly target 
words, which includes multiple exposures to each word, students’ vocabulary knowledge and 
confidence are strengthened (Apthorp et al., 2011; Gifford & Gore, 2010; Kelley et al., 2010; 
Lovelace & Stewart, 2009; Townsend & Collins, 2009).  
Fifth, throughout the study, there was a focus on language skills.  During the 
nonintervention, students used listening as the researcher dictated definitions.  Then both the 
researcher and the students used listening and speaking as they used the words in oral language.  
However, during the intervention, they utilized listening, speaking, reading and writing.  In 
addition to using listening and speaking as describe above, the students read the terms in various 
texts and wrote two sentences for each term.  Research has confirmed that receptive tasks, such 
as listening and reading, and productive tasks, such as speaking and writing, help support 
vocabulary development (Shahraki & Kassaian, 2011; Shintani, 2011; Webb, 2005).  
Finally, data was easy to compare since students were given an identical vocabulary pre- 
and posttest during the nonintervention period and another identical pre- and posttest during the 
intervention period.  Because both the nonintervention and intervention assessments contained 
the same format, it was easier to compare the raw data.  Likewise, the Vocabulary Knowledge 
Rating Charts were easier to compare. 
 
103 
EFFECTIVE VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION 
 
Limitations of the Study 
Even though this study had multiple strengths, it also included several limitations.  First, 
this study followed a predictable routine over the course of eight weeks.  As previously stated, 
this was one strength of the study, but it was also a limitation.  Students became frustrated and 
were bored focusing on vocabulary and completing the same activities, such as writing 
definitions and using the words in sentences.  As the study proceeded, students’ motivation 
waned on and off.  Second, students performed lower on the intervention pretest which may 
suggest that these words were more difficult than the nonintervention words.  Third, this study 
was limited to 14 students over the course of eight weeks.  A longer study, with a larger sample 
group, may have shown different results.  Perhaps an extended study would have revealed 
whether students would retain the words over an extended time period.   
Recommendations for Classroom Teachers 
Based on this research study, there are several recommendations to be made to classroom 
teachers in the area of effective vocabulary instruction.  One way to support students’ vocabulary 
knowledge is to incorporate metacognitive awareness training.  In other words, teachers could 
explicitly teach students how to think about their own thinking.  As a result, students become 
responsible for their own vocabulary development.  For example, students could track and then 
evaluate their vocabulary learning of target words via the Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart. 
  Another way to expand students’ vocabulary is to focus on a limited number of words in 
context.  In a typical week, students should be exposed to only four to eight new target words.  In 
this manner, students can learn the words more deeply, as well as interact with them in multiple 
ways.  In order to expose students to words in multiple contexts, teachers could incorporate the 
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four domains of language: listening, speaking, reading, and writing.  One effective means of 
incorporating oral language is to have students create student-friendly definitions in small 
groups.  In this manner, students would use listening and speaking so that they could negotiate 
meaning.  Additionally, students could further discuss the target words as they interact with the 
terms in reading and writing activities.  Utilizing the four language domains will support both 
students’ receptive (listening and reading) and productive (speaking and writing) vocabulary 
development. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
In addition to recommendations to classroom teachers, future research methodologies in 
effective vocabulary instruction should be designed and conducted.  The first recommendation 
relates to the same population.  This study was limited to a small sample size of fourteen 
participants; furthermore, all of the participants were inner city African-American high school 
students.  A larger sample group consisting of a more diverse population could be conducted in 
order to substantiate this study’s findings.  
Another recommendation related to sample size is the addition of a control group and one 
or more experimental groups.  Whereas this study utilized the same sample group during the 
nonintervention and intervention periods, further studies could utilize a control group and one or 
more experimental groups in multiple ways.  For example, as previously stated, one control 
group could receive only instruction in the words, while the experimental group could receive 
both instruction and the intervention.  Both groups would then be instructed on the same words, 
negating any influence on the difficulty of the words.  Moreover, the research design could also 
be limited to four weeks; thus, lessening any chance for a decline in student motivation.  A 
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second study could be designed so that the control group receives only instruction in the words.  
However, one experimental group would receive instruction plus an intervention consisting of 
listening, speaking, and reading, but a second experimental group would receive instruction plus 
an intervention of listening, speaking, and writing.  In this manner, comparisons could be made 
between the control group and the two experimental groups in order to determine the 
effectiveness of reading versus writing.   
The next recommendation is related to the length of the study. This study was limited to 
eight weeks. A longer study could be conducted in order to prove whether students retained their 
knowledge of the vocabulary terms over an extended period of time.    
 Additionally, this study implemented only one metacognitive awareness strategy via the 
Knowledge Rating Charts.  Further studies could be constructed which incorporate other 
metacognitive strategies, such as having students set goals for their vocabulary learning.   
Finally, this study incorporated exposure to a limited number of words in multiple 
contexts.  One manner in which students were exposed to words was through the teacher’s 
dictated definitions and the student-friendly definitions created by the sample group.  Perhaps 
another study could compare the effectiveness of the student-created definitions (in which 
student had opportunities to use oral language to negotiate meaning) versus the book definitions.   
Conclusion 
This chapter summarized my action research study, Effective Vocabulary Instruction 
Using the Four Domains of Language.  The purpose of my study was to investigate how using 
listening, speaking, reading, and writing during vocabulary instruction in reading and 
mathematics would impact my students’ vocabulary knowledge.  The sample population for this 
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study consisted of high school students who were receiving Title I services in both reading and 
math.  In total, 14 African-American students, 11 girls and 3 boys, participated in this study.  
Throughout the study, students were taught weekly target words in both reading and 
math.  During the four-week nonintervention period, students utilized listening and speaking to 
discuss each word in different contexts.  However, during the four-week intervention period, 
students utilized reading and writing, as well as listening and speaking, to interact with each 
word in multiple contexts.  Additionally, during the nonintervention and intervention, students 
used the Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Charts (Appendix A) to self-assess their knowledge of 
each term.   
In order to measure the effectiveness of the study, the participants were administered an 
identical pre- and posttest (Appendix B) during the first four weeks of instruction and a second 
pre- and posttest (Appendix B) after the second four weeks of intervention.  Results of the 
assessments proved that the intervention was successful.  In other words, students’ made 
significantly greater gains on the second posttest.   Specifically, the mean change in raw test 
scores for the intervention data was more than double that of the nonintervention data.   
Likewise, students overall increased their self-rating of the terms via the Vocabulary Knowledge 
Rating Chart after the intervention.   
As a result of this study, my teaching has begun to change.  I have made a conscious 
effort to incorporate the four domains of language, not only in my vocabulary instruction, but 
throughout all areas of instruction, as well.  Furthermore, I focus on a limited number of new 
words (no more than eight new terms in a week) and have students interact with them in multiple 
contexts.  Finally, I have incorporated metacognitive awareness training by explicitly teaching 
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students how to set academic goals.  In my future teaching opportunities, I will explicitly train 
students in additional metacognitive strategies, such as having students self-assess their 
knowledge growth in areas such as vocabulary and content.  In addition to my own teaching 
methods, I have begun to share my research and results on effective vocabulary instruction with 
a colleague.  In the future, I hope to contribute my research findings and teaching practices to 
fellow educators, so that they may better support their students’ vocabulary development.  
Consequently, students will not only have a deeper understanding of new vocabulary terms, they 
will also be empowered by being responsible for their learning.  Completing this action research 
study has helped me become a more effective educator and better support my students’ 
vocabulary development.  Moreover, it will enable me to accomplish a life-long goal of 
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Appendix A  
Vocabulary Knowledge Rating Chart  
 
Subject: ____________________  Date:  ____________________ 
  
Directions:  Fill in this rating chart for words learned over the next four weeks. 
 
Rating Scale: 1  =  I have never seen/heard of the word. 
 2  =  I have seen/heard of the word. 
 3  =  I can define the word. 
 4  =  I can use the word correctly. 
               
Word Rating Before  
Instruction       
Rating  
After 
Instruction       
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Appendix B 
                     Student # 
          Date: 
          __ Pretest    
          __ Posttest 
Vocabulary Assessment # 1 
 
I. Write a definition for each term.   
 
Score:  2 pts  =  Definition is clear and logical. 
            1 pt    =  Definition is close but not accurate or specific. 
       0 pt    =  Definition is not correct. 
 
Reading       Math 
 
A. apathy –  A.  chord -     
  
 
B. expedite –      B.   infinite - 
 
 





II. Write each term correctly in an original sentence.   
 
Score:  2 pts  =  Term is used correctly in a sentence with context clues to  
                          show the meaning.                        
            1 pt    =  Term is used correctly in a sentence but does not show any  
           context clues for meaning. 
        0 pt    =  Word is not used correctly in a sentence. 
 
 
Reading       Math 
 
  A.  candidly -       A.  arc - 
 
 
      B.  objective -        B.  consecutive -  
 
 
      C.  scrutinize -       C.  slope –  
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III. Cloze – Complete each sentence with a word from the word bank.  Use each word  
        only once. 
 




A. During the debate, the candidate did not stay on the topic; his comments were not 
_____________________ to the debate. 
B. A person dying of thirst in the ocean is an example of ____________________. 
C. The decimal 0.5 is ____________________ to the fraction ½. 
D. In Jackie’s dreams, the colors were bright and ____________________. 
E. In school, the ____________________ for an A may be as low as a 93 percent 
and as high as a 100 percent. 
F. A vertical line must  ____________________ the x-axis. 
G. The police searched the __________________ for clues about the break-in. 
H. According to __________________, smokers are more likely to develop lung 
cancer than nonsmokers. 
I. The teacher ____________________ planned the Biology test for next Friday. 
J. The graph of a(n) ____________________equation is a straight line. 
K. In a circle, the radius is half of the ____________________. 
L. ____________________ words are words that are not very specific or concrete  
such as love, success, and goodness. 
(Woelfl, 2012) 
abstract     irony   relevant 
diameter  linear   statistics 
equivalent  premises  tentatively 
intercept  range   vivid 
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EFFECTIVE VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION 
 
          Student # 
          Date: 
          __ Pretest    
          __ Posttest 
Vocabulary Assessment # 2 
 
I.      Write a definition for each term.   
 
Score:  2 pts  =  Definition is clear and logical. 
            1 pt    =  Definition is close but not accurate or specific. 
       0 pt    =  Definition is not correct. 
 
Reading       Math 
 








C.  revere -       C.  undefined -  
 
 
II. Write each term correctly in an original sentence.   
 
Score:  2 pts  =  Term is used correctly in a sentence with context clues to  
                          show the meaning.                        
            1 pt    =  Term is used correctly in a sentence but does not show any  
           context clues for meaning. 
        0 pt    =  Word is not used correctly in a sentence. 
 
Reading       Math 
 
A.  advocate -       A.  inverse -  
 
 
B.  discord -       B.  perpendicular -  
 
 




EFFECTIVE VOCABULARY INSTRUCTION 
 
III. Cloze – Complete each sentence with a word from the word bank.  Use each word  
        only once. 
 





A. A line that intersects two or more lines is called a ____________________ line. 
B. People would describe my grandmother as a(n) ____________________ person 
because she sews blankets and cooks meals for the homeless. 
C. It is hard to listen to ___________________ music and remain happy. 
D. A positive or negative whole number is a type of ____________________. 
E. A funhouse mirror can ____________________ one’s image. 




G. I stopped working on my project and fell into a period of  
 
____________________; in other words, I made no more progress. 
 
H. I wanted to move to a(n) ____________________ climate where the weather was  
 
neither too hot nor too cold. 
 
I. Two ____________________ lines in the same plane will never meet. 
 
J.  An example of a(n) ____________________ is pi. 
 
K.  A rectangle has 4 endpoints known as ____________________. 
 





benevolent  integer   stagnation 
diagonal  irrational number temperate 
distort   melancholy  transversal 
innovatively  parallel   vertices 
